COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

DONALD L. WOLFE, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100
www.ladpw.org ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460
IN REPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE: W"O
May 25, 2006

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors:

LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY
ANNEXATION 40-63 (4-133)

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 5

3 VOTES

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD ACTING AS THE GOVERNING BODY
OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40,
ANTELOPE VALLEY:

1. Consider the Environmental Impact Report certified by the Eastside Union
School District (Exhibit C) on May 5, 2005, together with the environmental
findings contained therein; and certify that you have independently
considered and reached your own conclusions regarding the environmental
effects of the proposed project and have determined that the Environmental
Impact Report and environmental findings adequately address the
environmental impacts of the proposed annexation.

2. Adopt the enclosed Resolution of Application to Initiate Proceedings
for the annexation of the property located at the southwest corner of
Avenue J-4 and 27th Street East in the City of Lancaster, designated
as Annexation 40-63 (4-133), into Los Angeles County Waterworks
District No. 40, Antelope Valley (District).
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3. Approve and authorize the Director of Public Works to file with the
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) the required application
for the proposed annexation to the District and to take any other steps
necessary to assist LAFCO in processing the application.

4. Adopt the enclosed Resolution approving and accepting the negotiated
exchange of property tax revenue resulting from Annexation 40-63 (4-133).

5.  Find that Annexation 40-63 (4-133) to the District will have no adverse
effect on wildlife resources and authorize the Director of Public Works to
complete and file a Certificate of Fee Exemption for the project.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

This recommended action is for your Board to adopt the enclosed Resolution requesting
LAFCO to initiate proceedings for the annexation of territory described and shown on
the enclosed Exhibits A and B, respectively, into the District. The owners of the territory
proposed to be annexed requested water service from the District. However, the
territory is not currently within the boundaries of the District and requires annexation into
the District before water service can be provided.

LAFCO requires a Board-adopted Resolution to initiate proceedings for such a change
of organization and the filing of an application.

This recommended action is also for your Board to adopt the enclosed Resolution
approving and accepting the negotiated exchange of property tax revenue resulting
from Annexation 40-63 (4-133), approximately 10.18 acres of vacant land in the
City of Lancaster, to the District.

implementation of Stra_teqic Plan Goals

This action meets the County Strategic Plan Goal of Organizational Effectiveness as it
will provide effective and efficient delivery of water to future customers within the
annexed area.
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FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

New revenue will be generated in the form of standby charges paid by the property
owners to the District for operation and maintenance of the water system and capital
improvement projects.

The property owners requesting the proposed annexation will pay all required fees
associated with this project.

A portion of the annual property tax increment from the affected taxing entities will be
transferred to the District.

This action will have no impact on the County’s General Fund.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The boundary of the proposed annexation has been reviewed and approved by
Public Works and the County Assessor. The enclosed Resolution requesting LAFCO to
initiate proceedings for the change of organization has been approved by
County Counsel as to form. A copy of the diagram showing the boundary of the
annexation territory is included with the Resolution (see Exhibit B).

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The Eastside Union School District, in its role as lead agency in matters pertaining to
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, has certified the
Environmental Impact Report and certain findings contained therein with respect to the
environmental effects of the proposed annexation. In its role as a responsible agency,
your Board must independently consider the environmental document prepared by the
lead agency and reach your own conclusions regarding the environmental effects of the
proposed annexation. After having done so, it is recommended that your Board
determine that the Environmental Impact Report and environmental findings adequately
address the environmental impacts of the proposed annexation.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

There will be no negative impact on current County services or projects during the
performance of the recommended services.
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CONCLUSION

Please return one adopted copy of this letter and the signed Resolution to Public Works,
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance Division, for submittal to LAFCO, and forward one
adopted copy of the letter and Resolution to the County Assessor.

Respectfully submitted,

DONALD L. WOLFE
Director of Public Works

MR:Im

BDL2232

Enc.

cc. Chief Administrative Office
County Assessor
County Counsel



RESOLUTION OF APPLICATION TO INITIATE PROCEEDINGS BY THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY,
REQUESTING THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION TO
INITIATE PROCEEDINGS FOR THE ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY DESIGNATED
AS ANNEXATION 40-63 (4-133)

WHEREAS, the Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Antelope Valley
(District), desires to initiate proceedings pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000, commencing with Section 56000 of the
California Government Code, for a change of organization that would annex territory to
the District; and

WHEREAS, this annexation is being proposed based upon a petition filed by the
property owner requesting said annexation; and

WHEREAS, the territory proposed to be annexed is uninhabited; and

WHEREAS, the boundaries of the proposed area are described in Exhibit A, and
depicted on the corresponding map in Exhibit B, which by this reference are
incorporated herein; and

WHEREAS, on May 5, 2005, the Eastside Union School District, in its role as
lead agency in matters pertaining to compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act, certified the Environmental Impact Report and certain findings with respect
to the environmental effects of the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, this proposal involves a single consenting landowner and boundary
change to the District as the affected local agency, and therefore, meets the criteria for
waiver of protest proceedings as set forth in Government Code Section 56663(c).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles, acting as the governing body of the District, that:

1. The Board of Supervisors, in its role as a responsible agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act, has considered the Environmental
Impact Report certified by the Eastside Union School District on
May 5, 2005, together with the environmental findings contained therein;
and hereby certifies that it has independently considered and reached its
own conclusions regarding the environmental effects of the proposed
project and has determined that the Environmental Impact Report and the
environmental findings adequately address the environmental impacts of
the proposed annexation.

Page 1 of 3



Application and a proposal is hereby made to the Local Agency Formation
Commission of Los Angeles County for a change of organization as
follows:

a.

This proposal is made pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 commencing with
Section 56000, Government Code, State of California.

The nature of the proposed change of organization is the
annexation of the territory to the District.

The territory proposed to be annexed is uninhabited and its
boundaries are described in Exhibits A and B attached hereto.

It is desired that the proposed annexation provide for and be made
subject to the following terms and conditions:

The annexed territory shall be subject to the payment of
such service charges, assessments, or taxes as the District
may legally impose.

The Board of Supervisors shall be the governing body of the
District.

Any taxes, fees, charges, or assessments for the District
may be collected by the County of Los Angeles Treasurer
and Tax Collector in the same manner as ad valorem
property taxes or as otherwise allowed by law.

The reason for this proposal is as follows:

The owners of the territory proposed to be annexed request
water service from the District. However, the territory is not
currently within the boundaries of the District and requires
annexation into the District before water service can be
provided.

This Resolution of Application to Initiate Proceedings is hereby adopted
and approved by the Board of Supervisors, and the Local Agency
Formation Commission of Los Angeles County is hereby requested to
initiate proceedings for the annexation of territory as authorized and in the
manner provided by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000, and the District hereby consents to the waiver
of protest proceedings in accordance with Section 56663(c) of the
Government Code.
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The foregoing Resolution was adopted on the day of , 20086,
by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles as the governing body of the
Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Antelope Valley.

SACHI A. HAMAI
Executive Officer of the
Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles

By

Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

RAYMOND G. FORTNER, JR.
County Counsel

By
Deputy
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RESOLUTION OF

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
APPROVING AND ACCEPTING THE NEGOTIATED EXCHANGE OF PROPERTY

TAX REVENUE RESULTING FROM ANNEXATION 40-63 (4-133) TO

LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 99 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, for
specified jurisdictional changes, the governing bodies of affected local agencies shall
negotiate and determine the amount of property tax revenue to be exchanged between
the affected agencies; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles is the
governing body of the County of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Waterworks
District No. 40, Antelope Valley (District); and, therefore, must determine the
appropriate amount of property tax to transfer on behalf of each agency; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, as follows:

1.

The negotiated exchange of property tax revenues resulting from
Annexation 40-63 (4-133) to the District is approved and accepted.

No property tax transfer shall take place as a result of
Annexation 40-63 (4-133) to the District.

No transfer of property tax revenue shall be made to or from any other
taxing entities as a result of Annexation 40-63 (4-133) to the District.
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The foregoing Resolution was adopted on the day of , 2006
by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles as the governing body of the
Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Antelope Valley. ‘

SACHI A. HAMAI
Executive Officer of the
Board of Supervisors of the
County of Los Angeles

By

Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

RAYMOND G. FORTNER, JR.
County Counsel
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_EXHIBIT "A”

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
ANNEXATION 40-63(4—133)
LOS ANGELES COUNTY WATERWORKS
DISTRICT NO. 40, ANTELOPE VALLEY
REGION 4, LANCASTER

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 7 NORTH, RANGE 11 WEST,
SAN BERNARDINO BASE AND MERIDIAN; THENCE;

L1 SOUTHERLY, ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID SOUTHWEST QUARTER

OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 19, SOUTH 00°23'55" EAST,
830.73 FEET, THENCE;

L2 SOUTH 88°58°27" WEST, 666.48 FEET, THENCE;
L3 NORTH 0023°27" WEST, 829.83 FEET, THENCE;

L4 NORTH 8853'49” EAST, 666.38 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 12.7 ACRES.

END OF DESCRIPTION

CHARLES J. BECK
RCE 19289

EXPIRATION DATE 9,/30/2007

DATE: JANUARY 23, 2006
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- Executive Summary

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et. seq.) and the
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.) to analyze the potential
significant impacts associated with the proposed Columbia Elementary School project.

This document is a Final EIR (FEIR) that contains comments and responses to comments received
during the public review period for the Draft EIR. The comments and responses to comments are
included in section 7.0 of the FEIR, beginning on page 67. Revisions to the EIR in responses to
comments and information received are identified by § 2 the revised text, as illustrated in this
sentence.

The Project

The Eastside Union School District (EUSD or the District) proposes to construct and operate a new
elementary school in Lancaster to serve approximately 850 students.

Project Objectives

The Eastside Union School District (EUSD) currently operates three elementary schools and one
middle school serving nearly 3,000 students in grades K through 8, and a new elementary school is
needed to accommodate the educational needs of the rapidly growing population in the east
Lancaster area. The primary objectives of the project are to:

" Serve the east Lancaster area by providing needed facilities to adequately accommodate the
educational needs of Lancaster area residents.

* Provide an elementary school facility that includes all needed permanent academic,
recreational, administrative, and parking facilities to comprehensively serve the students.

= Provide for school development in a time-efficient manner.

Project Location and Surrounding Uses

The school will be located at the intersection of East Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East, in a rapidly
growing area of east Lancaster. The site encompasses approximately 12.5 acres of vacant land.
Undeveloped vacant land surrounds the site to the north, west, and south. No residential uses
adjoin the site. The closest residential uses are single family homes to the east of the site, across 27
Street East. The only other existing residential uses currently in the vicinity are located farther away
to the northwest of the site, across Avenue J-4, but a new residential development is being
constructed nearby at the northeast corner of 27" Street East and Avenue J-4 and extending to 30™
Street East and Avenue ). The construction of that development is anticipated to be completed by
the end of summer 2005.

Eastside Union School District ' Environmental Impact Report
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Executive Summary

Project Characteristics

The elementary school will serve students in the K through B" grades. The campus  will
accommodate approximately 850 students and 35 staff. The conceptual site plan locates
classrooms and administrative facilities in one- and two-story buildings and a kindergarten play yard
- on the northern portion of the site. The southern portion of the site will be used for grass play fields
and hard court play areas with 2 baseball fields and 3 basketball courts. Two parking lots on the
site will provide parking for faculty, staff, and visitors. Main access to the school will be provided
from Avenue }-4, via two one-way driveways (in and out). The parents’ drop-off area and a visitor
parking will be accessed at this location. A secondary access will be provided off 27" Street East
via two one-way driveways (in and out). A bus drop-off area and staff parking lot will be accessed
at this location.

The project also include construction of infrastructure improvements to serve the school, including
potable water, drainage, sewer, and roadway improvements including the segment of Avenue )4
between 26" Street Fast and 27‘*‘ Street East adjacent to the project site

Environmental Impact

The Eastside Union School District prepared this EIR to analyze the potentially significant
environmental impacts associated with the construction and long-term operations of the Columbia
Elementary School. In addition, the EIR identifies mitigation measures capable of avoiding or
substantially reducing impacts. A summary of the environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and
level of impact remaining after mitigation is presented in Table ES-1 at the end of this Executive
Summary.

The analysis contained in this EIR uses the words “significant” and “less than significant” in the
discussion of impact. These words specifically define the degree of impact and parallel language
used in the CEQA Guidelines. As required by CEQA, mitigation measures have been identified in
this EIR to avoid or substantially reduce the level of identified potentially significant impacts. Certain
significant impacts, even with the inclusion of mltlgatlon measures, cannot be reduced to a level "
below significance. Such impacts are identified as “unavoidable significant impacts.”

Unavoidable Significant Impacts

CEQA defines a significant impact on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial,
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within an area affected by the project, including
land, air , water, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” In
order to approve a project with unavoidable significant impact, the lead agency (Eastside Union -
School District) must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. In adopting such a
statement, the lead. agency finds that it has reviewed the EIR, has balanced the benefits of the
project against its unavoidable significant effects, and has concluded that the benefits of the project
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and thus, the adverse environmental
effects may be considered “acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093[a]).
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Executive Summary

The ER identifies the following potentially unavoidable significant impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the Columbia Elementary School project:

* Shortterm projectspecific and cumulative noise and air quality impacts from construction

of the school facilities and related improvements
* Contribution to long-term cumulative air quality impact from vehicular emissions

Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be Mitigated

The EIR identifies the following potential significant impacts associated with the Columbia
Elementary School that can be mitigated:

*  Addition of project traffic to the intersections of 26" Street East/Avenue ) and 30%
Street East/Avenue }-4

* Potential to affect native or migratory birds by construction activity

Less Than Significant Impacts

The analeis in the EIR and the lnitiaIIStudy prepared for Columbia Elementary School found that the
project will result in either no impact or in a less than significant impact with regard to:

*  Aesthetics * Land use and planning

= Agriculture resources »  Mineral resources

* Biological resources (other than native or * Noise (other than during construction)
migratory birds) * Population and housing

* Cultural resources * Public services and utility systems

* Geology and soils = Recreation

» Hazards and hazardous materials
* Hydrology and water quality
Beneficial Impacts
The EIR identifies the following project effects that are beneficial:

* Provision of a necessary and essential public school facility in the east Lancaster growth
area to help accommodate the rapidly growing resident student population.

*. Provision of an elementary school in a time-efficient manner.

* Development of underutilized and vacant site with a modern public school facility.

Eastside Union School District Environmental Impact Report
' ifi Columbia Elementary School



- Executive Summary

Alternatives to the Project

The following alternatives to the project are examined in this EIR: (1) “No Project” alternative

required by CEQA, (2) Smaller Project, and (3) Alternative Location alternative. None of the
alternatives discussed is considered environmentally superior to the project. Each alternative results
in potential impacts, and while some impacts may be greater and some lesser than those of the

project, overall, other alternatives are either environmentally comparable or inferior to the project.

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved

Through the Notice of Preparation process, the public agencies raised the following issues that are
addressed in the EIR as follows: :

* Ultilities (addressed in Section 3.8 of the EIR)

* Public services (addressed in Sections 3.7 of the EIR)

Mitigation Monitoring Program

In accordance with Section 21081.6 of CEQA, a mitigation monitoring program will be adopted by
the EUSD if the project is approved. The mitigation monitoring program will be prepared as a
separate document and will be designed to ensure compliance with adopted mitigation measures
contained in the Final EIR. The program will be available for public review prior to the EUSD Board
actions on project approval. o '

Summary of Impacts

Table ES-1 on the following page summarizes the environmental effects associated with the |
Columbia Elementary School project, the mitigation measures required to avoid or minimize impact,
and the level of impact remaining after full implementation of identified mitigation measures.
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Air Quality -

Construction

The construction of Columbia
Elementary School will
individually and cumulatively
result in peak emissions of
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from
construction equipment and
activities above the SCAQMD
threshold amount.

TABLE ES - 1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The District will implement the following
mitigation measures to protect the nearby
residential uses though conditions imposed on
the construction contractor.

The contractor shall ensure that: '

1.

10.

Exposed surfaces are watered three
_ times a day

Soils stabilizers are applied to
disturbed inactive areas

Ground cover is replaced quickly in
inactive areas -

All stockpiles are covered with tarps
or plastic sheeting

- All unpaved haul roads are watered 3

times daily

Speed on unpaved roads is reduced
to below 15 miles per hour

Trucks carrying contents subject to
airborne dispersal are covered

Grading and other high-dust activities
cease during high wind conditions
(wind speeds exceeding a sustained
rate of 25 miles an hour)

Diesel particulate filters are installed

- on diesel equipment and trucks

To reduce emissions from idling, the
contractor shall ensure that all
equipment and vehicles not in use
for more than 5 minutes are turned
off.

Executive Summary

Significant

Eqsfside Union School District ‘
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Executive Summary

While the project emissions

individually and cumulatively
generate short-term intermittent
noise in the area where there
are residential uses nearby.

Air Quality - The project is an essential public school facility | Significant,
Operational from vehicular traffic and that serves an on-going residential consistent with
school operations will be below | development in Lancaster; does not induce regional Air
the AVAQMD thresholds, the population growth and is consistent with the Quality
project will contribute to overall | regional Air Quality Management Plan. Management
cumulative emissions in the Implementation of local and regional plans, Plan
Mojave Air Basin. policies, and programs will reduce cumulative
emissions in the Mojave Air Basin, but not
below the AVAQMD's daily threshold
amounts.
In addition to compliance with ‘the City of | Significant
Noise - Construction of the school and | Lancaster regulation that [imits noise-
Construction related improvements will generating construction activities to weekdays

and Saturdays between sunrise and 8 PM, and
prohibits construction on Sundays, the District
will implement the following mitigation
measures though conditions imposed on the
construction contractor:

1. The contractor shall ensure that each
piece of operating equipment is in
good working condition and that
noise suppression features, such as
engine mufflers and enclosures are
working and fitted properly.

2. The contractor shall' locate noisy
construction equipment as far as
possible from residential areas.

3. The contractor shall route construction-

related traffic away from residential
areas, to the extent possible.

Traffic and
Circulation

Addition of project-related
traffic to area roadways will
result in a significant impact on
level of service at intersection
of 26" Street East/Avenue |
and 30" Street Fast/Avenue -
4

In addition to roadway improvements that will
be provided as part of the school
development, the following additional

improvements shall be provided:

- 26" Street East/ East Avenue J:
1. Signalization
+ 30" Street East/East Avenue J-4:

2. Signalization

Less than
significant. Both
intersections will
operate at level
of service A in
both AM and PM
peak hours. This
represents an
improvement
over the existing
level of service at
these locations.

A
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While the project will result in

Executive Sum'mary.

Biological To ensure that no native or migratory birds will | Less than
Resources - no significant impact on be affected the following mitigation ‘measure | significant
migratory and biological resources as the only | will be implemented:
native birds native wildlife speties possibly
' residing on the site during the 1. Clearing and construction activities
breeding season is the desert will avoided during the breeding
horned lark, to ensure that the season between March 15 and
project’s construction will not August 1, to the extent feasible, If
affect native or migratory birds, clearing and construction activity
mitigation has been included. cannot be accomplished outside the
: breeding season, a pre-construction
survey by a qualified biologist shall
be conducted no sooner than three
days prior to the start of the activities
to ensure that no active occupied
nests are present on the site. If
active occupied nests are present,
consultations shall be initiated with
the Department of Fish and Game to
determine the course of action, and
the determined course of action shall
be implemented.
Construction The project site is undeveloped | 1. Construction inert materials, including | Less than
Solid Waste land and no demolition of | - vegetative matter, asphalt, concrete, | significant

and other recyclable materials will be
recycled to the extent feasible.

structures,  which - creates
demolition debris, will occur.

Construction of the school
facilities and associated
infrastructure  improvements
may . generate  construction
materials waste. Even though

the proposed school is a
relatively small project - that
does not - involve massive
construction  activities  that
could generate significant
amounts of solid waste,

mitigation has been identified
to reduce this impact.

Less than

Impact will be less than significant and no ]
significant

mitigation is required.

The project site is currently
vacant land where past grading

Biological
Resources =

all other factors | and/or agricultural activities
s/ completely leveled the land
surface, and removed all natural

vegetation. The elementary

school development at the site
will not adversely impact any
established natural, native
wildlife habitat resource values,
unique vegetation formations
or communities. There will be
no loss of native plants and no
significant disturbance to native
wildlife resources. No agency-
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Executive Summary

e ]
listed sensitive plant or animal

species are known or expected
to occur on the site in a
resource dependent, resident,
or seasonal breeding basis, and
the property overall does not
lie within any identifiable
wildlife migration, movement or
habitat linkage zone.

Cultural
Resources

The project site soils were
disturbed by past activities. The
record search indicates that no
historic or archaeological
resources are known to be
located on the site or in the
site’s vicinity.

Impact will be less than significant and no
mitigation is required

Less than
significant

Noise -
Operational

The noise analysis shows that
noise generation due to the
operations and use of the
elementary school will not
cause the area noise levels to
exceed the 65 CNEL in the
nearby residential areas.

Impact will be less than significant and no
mitigation is required.

Less than
significant

Water Quality

The project construction will
proceed in compliance with all
applicable regulations,
including NPDES regulations,
and the District will implement
a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to
ensure that water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements are not exceeded

Impact will be less than significant and no
additional mitigation, beyond compliance with
existing regulations, is required

Less than
significant

Public Services
and Utilities

The project provides all
necessary and required utility
infrastructure improvements
and safety features and will not
result in a need to construct
new or altered public service or
utility facilities whose
construction would result in
significant environmental
impacts.

Impact will be less than significant and no

mitigat required

Less than
significant

Land Use and
Planning

The project will neither divide
an established community nor
conflict with land use plans
since in accord with State law
the District plans to exempt
itself from local land use
regulations to ensure the
provision of an elementary
school necessary to serve
existing and future residential
development in east Lancaster.

Impact will be less than significant and no
mitigation is required

Less than -
significant
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1.0 Introduction

Purpose of the EIR

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared to evaluate the environmental
effects associated with the construction and operation of Columbia Elementary School. The
elementary school constitutes a project for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines.

According to the Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act an “EIR
is an informational document which will inform public agencies, decision makers, and the public
generally of the significant environmental effects of a project on the environment, identify possible
ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe alternatives to the project.” This EIR is an
informational document to be used by decision makers, public agencies, and the general public. It
is not a policy document of the Eastside Union School District (EUSD).

The EIR will be used by the EUSD in assessing impacts of the project. If the project is approved,
feasible mitigation measures identified in the EIR will be applied to the project during its
implementation.

Legal Requirements

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines) published by the Public Resources Agency
of the State of California (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.), and in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. The EUSD is the lead agency for this EIR as defined in Section
21067 of CEQA.

Pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study was prepared for this project. The
Initial Study concluded that the project might have a significant effect on the environment. The
Initial Study checklist is included in Appendix A of this EIR. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this
EIR was issued by the EUSD in August of 2004 in accordance with the requirements of the
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375. The NOP indicated that
an EIR was being prepared and invited comments on the project from public agencies and the
general public.

This EIR was prepared by environmental planning consultants under contract to the EUSD and
under the direction of District staff. All information, analysis, and conclusions contained in this
document reflect the independent review and judgment of the EUSD.

Eastside Union School District ' Environmental Impact Report
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Introduction

Scope of the Project

The project is the construction and.operation of Columbia Elementary School in Lancaster that will
accommodate approximately 850 students. :

Scope of the Environmental Analysis

Pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study was prepared for this project. The
Initial Study concluded that the proposed Columbia Elementary School would not result in a
significant effect on the following environmental factors:

= Aesthetics * Mineral Resources
* Agricultural Resources * Population/Housing
»  Geology/Soils : * Recreation

The following environmental issues where the proposed project might have a significant effect on
the environment are analyzed in this EIR: '

Noise

Public Services

Traffic and Circulation
Utilities

Land use and Planning

Air quality

Biological Resources
Hydrology / Water Quality
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Cumulative Effects

Cultural Resources

Appendix A contains the Initial Study and NOP for the project. Appendix B contains the traffic
study. Appendix C contains the air quality worksheets, Appendix D contains the Noise assessment,
Appendix E contains the biological assessment, and Appendix F contains the cultural resources
search. All other reference documents cited in the Draft EIR are on file with Eastside. Union School
District, 45006 North 30" Street East, Lancaster, CA 93535.

Intended Uses of the EIR

This EIR will be used by the EUSD and other responsible agencies to provide information necessary
for environmental review of discretionary actions related to the Columbia Elementary School
Project. The EIR may be used by the following agencies for the following discretionary actions:

Eastside Union School District : _ Environmental Impact Report
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Introduction

The following public actions and approvals are expected to be required for the Columbia
Elementary School project:

Division of the State Architect Approval of the building plan, including soils,
and foundation engineering.

California Department of Toxic Determination of “No Further Action” (issued)
Substances Control

-| California Department of Education Site and plan approval
State Allocation Board : Funding approval
Office of Public School Construction School project approval
Los Angeles County Waterworks District Annexation to LA County Waterworks District
No. 40
Approval of permits for water service
Los Angeles County Sanitation District Annexation to the Consolidated Sewer

Maintenance District _
Approval of permits for sewer service

Los Angeles County Fire Department Fire safety review and approval

City of Lancaster Annexation to the Lighting District and
Maintenance District

Permits for off-site improvements

Public Review and Comment *

The Draft EIR was available for public inspection at the EUSD office at 45006 North 30™ Street and
at the Lancaster Public Library at 601 West Lancaster Boulevard in Lancaster. Organizations and
individuals were invited to comment on the Draft EIR during the 45-day public review period that
extended from March 7 through April 20, 2004. Persons and agencies commenting were
encouraged to provide information they believe was missing from the Draft EIR, or to identify where
the information could be obtained. All comment letters received were responded to in writing, and
the comment letters, together with the responses to those comments, are included in Section 7.0,
Responses to Comments on Draft EIR, beginning on page 67 of this Final EIR.

~ Contact Person

The primary contact person regarding information presented in this EIR is Dr. Gregory J. Riccio,
Superintendent, Eastside Union School District. Dr. Riccio can be reached at (661) 952-1200 by
phone and at (661) 952-1220 by fax.
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2.0 Project Description

The Project

Eastside Union School District (EUSD or District) currently operates three elementary schools and
one middle school serving approximately 3,000 students in grades K through 8. EUSD proposes to
construct and operate a new elementary school in Lancaster. The proposed Columbia Elementary
School is needed to accommodate the educational needs of the rapidly growing populatlon in the
east Lancaster area.

Project Objectives
The primary objectives of the project are to:

* Serve the east Lancaster area by providing needed facilities to adequately accommodate the
educational needs of the area residents.

» Provide an elementary school facility that includes all needed permanent academic,
recreational, administrative, and parking facilities.

» Provide for school development in a time-efficient manner.

Project Location and Surroundihg Uses

The school will be located at the intersection of East Avenue }-4 and 27" Street Fast (see Figure 1),
at a site comprising approximately 12.5 acres of vacant land, in a rapidly growing area of east
Lancaster. Undeveloped vacant land surrounds the site to the north, west, and south. No
residential uses adjoin the site. The closest residential uses are single family homes to the east of the
site, across 27" Street Fast. The only other existing residential uses currently in the vicinity are
located farther away to the northwest of the site, across Avenue J-4, but a new residential
development is being constructed nearby at the northeast corner of 27" Street Fast and Avenue }-4
and extending to 30" Street East and Avenue J. The construction of that development is anticipated
to be completed by the end of summer 2005.

Project Characteristics

The Columbia Elementary School will serve students in the K through B grades. The school will
accommodate approximately 850 students and 35 staff. The school will operate on a typical
schedule from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Eastside Union School District Environmental Impact Report
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The conceptual site plan locates classrooms and administrative facilities in- one- and two-story
buildings and a kindergarten play yard on the northern portion of the site. The southern portion of
the site will be used for grass play fields and hard court play areas with 2 baseball fields and 3
basketball courts. Two parking lots on the site will provide parking for faculty, staff, and visitors.
(refer.to Figure 2)

Main access to the school will be provided from Avenue J-4, via two one-way driveways (in and
out). The parents drop-off area and a visitor parking will be accessed at this location. A secondary
access will be provided off 27" Street Fast via two one-way driveways (in and out). A bus drop-off
area and staff parking lot will be accessed at this location (see Figure 2).

The project also includes construction of infrastructure improvements to serve the school, including
drainage, potable water, sewer, and roadway improvements such as the construction of the
segment of Avenue J-4 between 26™ Street East and 27" Street Fast adjacent to the project site.

Eastside Union School District . Environmental Impact Report
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Location Map
Columbia Elementary School

Figure 1
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Site Plan

Columbia Elementary School

Figure 2
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Project Actions

The following public actions and approvals are expected to be required for the Columbia

-Elementary School project:

Division of the State Architect

Approval of the building plan, including soils,
and foundation engineering.

California Department of Toxic
Substances Control

Determination of “No Further Action” (issued)

California Department of Education

Site and plan approval

State Al Iocatipn Board

Funding approval

Office of Public School Construction

School project approval -

Los Angeles County Waterworks District

Annexation to LA County Waterworks District
No. 40
Approval of permits for water service

Los Angeles County Sanitation District

Annexation to the Consolidated Sewer
Maintenance District
Approval of permits for sewer service

Los Angeles County Fire Department

Fire safety review and approval

City of Lancaster

Annexation to the Lighting District and
Maintenance District
Permits for off-site improvements

Eastside Union School District
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3.0 Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation Measures

This section of the EIR examines potentially significant effects associated with construction and
operation of the Columbia Elementary School and identifies mitigation measures to reduce impacts
found to be potentially significant in the EIR analysis. Each environmental issue potentially resulting
in a significant impact is discussed in the following manner:

Environmental Setting describes the existing environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project
as it exists before the commencement of the project to provide a baseline for comparing “before
the project” and “after the project” environmental conditions.

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact defines and lists specific criteria used to determine
whether an impact is considered to be potentially significant. Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines;
local, State, federal or other standards applicable to that impact area; and officially established
thresholds of significance are the major sources used in crafting criteria appropriate to the specifics
of a project, since “...an ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible because the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 [b]).
Principally, “... a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical
conditions within an area affected by the project, including land, air, water, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic significance” constitutes a significant impact (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15382).

Environmental Impact presents evidence, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual
data, about the cause and effect relationship between the project and potential changes in the
environment. The exact magnitude, duration, extent, frequency, range or other parameters of a
potential impact are ascertained to the extent possible to provide facts in support of finding the
impact to be or be or not to be significant. In determining whether impacts may be significant, all
the potential effects, including direct effects, reasonably foreseeable indirect effects, and
considerable contributions to cumulative effects, are considered. If, after thorough investigation, a
particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, that conclusion is noted (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15145).

Mitigation Measures identify measures that can reduce or avoid the potentially significant impact in
cases where the EIR analysis determines impacts to be potentially significant. Standard existing
regulations, requirements, and procedures that are applied to all similar projects are taken into
account in identifying what additional projectspecific mitigation may be needed to reduce
significant impacts. Mitigation, in addition. to measures that the lead agency will implement, can
also include measures that are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15091[a][2]).

Level of Impact after Mitigation indicates those effects that will remain after application of
mitigation measures, and whether the remaining effects are considered significant. When these
impacts, even with the inclusion of mitigation measures, cannot be mitigated to a level considered
less than significant, they are identified as “unavoidable significant impacts.” In order to approve a

Eastside Union School District ' Environmental Impact Report
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Environmental Impacts

project with significant unavoidable impacts, the lead agency must adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. In adopting such a statement, the lead agency finds that it has reviewed the EIR,
has balanced the benefits of the project against its significant effects, and has concluded that the
benefits of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and thus, the
adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093

[a])-
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- 3.1 Traffic, Circulation, and
Parking

A traffic study was prepared for the project by Willdan traffic engineers in August 2004. The
findings of the study are summarized below. The traffic study is included in Appendix B.

Environmental Setting

Existing Roadway Network

The study area is bounded by E. Avenue J-4 on the north and by 27 Street E. on the east. The key
streets in the vicinity of the project site include:

1.

27™ STREET EAST: A north-south roadway, which exists in segments from Avenue | to Avenue
K'in Lancaster. In the study area, 27™ Street East provides two lanes of undivided travel
from Avenue J-4 to Avenue K and serves a residential area. The segment north of Avenue J-
4 to Avenue J-2 currently is not developed. The posted speed limit on 27" Street East is 25
miles per hour. '

E. AVENUE J-4: Provides two undivided lanes of travel between 25" Street Fast and 26%
Street East and between 27" Street East and 30" Street East. In conjunction with the
development of the Columbia elementary school, the segment of Avenue J-4 between 26
Street East and 27" Street East (adjacent to the project site) will be constructed.

26™ STREET E:  Provides two undivided lanes of travel in the study area, and serves a
residential area.

30™ STREET E: Provides between two and three travel lanes in the study area, and has a
posted speed limit of 55 mph.

E. AVENUE J: Provides two undivided lanes of travel in the vicinity of the project area.
Access to the Antelope Valley Freeway is provided by Avenue .

E. AVENUE J-8: Provides two undivided lanes of travel. It currently only exists between 27%
Street E. and 30™ Street E., serving a residential area.

E. Avenue K: Provides three to four lanes of travel divided by a two-way left turn lane. The
posted speed limit on Avenue K varies between 50 and 55 miles per hour. Full access to
the Antelope Valley Freeway is provided via Avenue K.

Eastside Union School District Environmental Impact Report
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Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

Existing Traffic Conditions at Study Intersections

Existing AM and PM peak hour traffic counts were conducted at 10 study intersections in January
and May of 2004 for use in the overall traffic analyses.

The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual software (HCS 2000) was utilized to analyze both the
signalized and unsignalized study intersections in these traffic analyses. This methodology produces
an intersection “volume-to-capacity” (V/C) ratio and “stopped delay per vehicle” that is related to a
“level of service” (LOS) estimate. LOS, which ranges from excellent at A to failure at F (see Table 1)
is a qualitative measure used to describe traffic flow conditions. It is generally recognized that LOS
D or better represents acceptable intersection operations, while LOS E and F are considered over
capacity.

TABLE 1 - LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) DEFINITIONS

Less than 10.0 Less than 10.0

A Excellent
10.0 to 20.0 10.0 to 15.0 B Very Good
20.0 to 35.0 15.0 to 25.0 C Good
35.0to 55.0 25.0 to 35.0 D Fair
55.0 to 80.0 35.0 to 50.0 E Poor -
Greater than 80.0 Greater than 50.0 F Failure

Source: Willdan, August 2004
The study intersections include:

30" Street Fast/Avenue K 6. 26™ Street Fast/Avenue }
27" Street Fast/Avenue J 7. 26" Street East/Avenue |-4
27" Street Fast/Avenue J-4 8. 30" Street Fast/Avenue )
27" Street Fast/Avenue }-8 -9. 30" Street Fast/Avenue J-4
27" Street Fast/Avenue K 10. 30" Street East/Avenue -8

LR wN =

Currently, only one intersection, 30" Street/Avenue K, is signalized. All other intersections are
currently unsignalized and stop-controlled for existing approaches.

As indicated in Table 2 on the following pages, all study intersections are currently operating at
good levels of services - LOS A and LOS B. Nonetheless, the traffic signal warrant analysis indicates
that the intersection of 30" Street East/Avenue ] satisfies the traffic signal warrant under existing
(year 2004) conditions (see Table 4). :

Thresholds Used to Determine Significance of Impact

The City of Lancaster considers a project to cause a significant impact if the addition of project
traffic will cause an intersection to operate at LOS E or F, or result in substantial average delay to
the intersection already operating or projected to operate at LOS E or F without the project. The
City generally requires mitigation to improve operating conditions to LOS D.

Eastside Union School District Environmental Impact Report
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Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

Environmental Impact

To evaluate potential traffic impact on the local circulation system, future conditions without the
project were first examined for the study area. These conditions reflect traffic increases from both
general regional growth and specific future developments in the general area. Next, project traffic
was estimated and assigned to the surrounding street system. Finally, Future With Project
conditions were forecast by adding project traffic to the Future Without Project conditions.

Future Without Project Conditions (Year 2006)

The Future Without Project conditions reflect existing (2004) traffic volumes plus future traffic
volume generated by ambient growth and other development projects in the vicinity of the project
site. Based on discussions with City of Lancaster Staff, an ambient growth rate of 2% per year was
utilized in the analysis. Review of area project information received from City staff along with
examination of the City of Lancaster’s website, identified a total of 28 other area projects within an
approximate 2-mile radius of the Columbia school site and these projects were included in the
traffic analysis. The 28 other projects are estimated to generate 25,890 daily trips, with 2,930 trips
occurring in the AM peak hour and 3,840 during PM peak hour. '

As summarized in Table 2, the analysis indicates that without the Columbia school project, the
following 5 study intersections will operate at an unacceptable LOS E or F in 2006.

27" St. /Ave ] LOS E during AM peak

26" St,/Ave ) LOS E during PM peak _

30" St./Ave ] LOS F during both AM and PM peak
30% St./Ave J-4 LOS E during AM peak

30" St/Ave }-8 LOS F during both AM and PM peak

The remaining study intersections will continue to operate at an acceptable Level of Service during
both the AM and PM peak hours.

The traffic signal warrant analysis (see Table 4) indicates that a traffic signal is warranted at two
study intersections - 27% Street East/Avenue K and 30" Street East/Avenue J-8. Even though, the.
intersection of 27" Street East/Avenue K is shown to operate at an acceptable LOS B in AM peak
and LOS C in PM peak as an unsignalized intersection. '

The traffic study indicates that with the identified signalization, additional lanes, and restriping
improvements associated with other area projects and necessary to achieve acceptable operating
conditions under the Future Without Project conditions, the LOS will improve at all 5 intersections.
as follows: :

27" St. /Ave ] LOS c during AM peak

26% St/Ave ) LOS D during PM peak

30" St./Ave ] LOS B during AM peak and LOS C during PM peak
30" St./Ave J-4 LOS D during AM peak

30" St/Ave J-8 LOS C during both AM and PM peak

Eastside Union School District Environmental Impoct Report
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Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

Project Trip Generation

The Columbia elementary school will generate 1,350. daily trips, with 675 trips occurring in the
morning peak hour and 675 trips occurring during the afternoon peak hour. These trips reflect that
no bus service is currently anticipated and the students will be dropped off and picked up by
parents or others in private vehicles. Table 3 summarizes the project’s trip generation.
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TABLE 2 - INTERSECTION ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION:
th

30% st. / Ave K 9.4 /A 98/ A 10.8/A 203 /B 11.1/8 - 221/C

—_— o

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS:

27" St./AveJ 13.1/8 11.9/B 36.3/E 246 /C - .

-With Improvements 23.6/C 223/C 23.6/C 22.3/C
th 4

277 St. [ Ave -4 (4) (4) (4) (4) 712/ A 710/ A
th

277 St./ Ave |-8 9.6/ A 9.4/A 9.7/ A 9.4/ A 11.6/8 11.3/8B
th 73

277 St. [ AveK 103 /8B 10.7/8 13.4/ B 16.5/C 16.3/C 21.7/C

269 St, / Ave J 13.0/B 13.3/B 34.1/D 39.7 /E ; -

-With Improvements 23.7/C 28.8/D 983 /F 2944 /F

-With signalization . 6.8/A 78/A
th 7 '

26" St. [ Ave J-4 ) (4) (4) (4) 779/ A 779/ A
th 3 ,

30 hSF-/f‘V‘?J 1457/B | 11.63/B | 293.85/F 310.96 / F i -

e Signal & 15.9/B 26.6/C 16.9/B 31.0/C

mprovements .

30" St. / Ave J-4 13.0/B 11.7/8B 47.6 /E 345/D - -

-With Improvements 31.2/D 248/C 449 /E 349/D

-With Signalization 79/A 78/A
th - .

30 hSF-/IA"e }8 | 12178 | 108/8B 1194/ F 442.8 /F ' .

;W" Signal & 258 /C 249/C 253/C 245/C

mprovements _

! The study intersections were analyzed utilizing the 2000 Highway Capacity Manial software (HCS 200) for signalized and unsignalized intersections.

2 The “Future” conditions include Existing (Year 2004) traffic volumes, general area traffic growth up to the proposed high school project’s Future (Year 2006), and volumes related to
other area projects in the study area.

* These unsignalized study intersections are Two-Way STOP controlled.

* These study intersections currently have only two legs with nonconﬂlcung traffic movements and no traffic controls. These locations are not analyzed under “Existing” or “Future
Without Project” conditions, since they are uncontrolled and the traffic movements do not conflict {and also due to very low traffic volumes).

* This unsignalized study intersection is AllWay STOP controlled.

¢ Under the “Future Without Project’ conditions, improvements are needed to achieve acceptable intersection operations. With an added westbound through lane, acceptable
operations would result.

7 Under the “Future Without Project’ conditions, i improvements are needed to achieve acceptable intersection operations. With signalization (which was previously warranted under
“Existing " conditions) and the improvements which were identified as necessary at this location in a previously completed traffic study {“Eastside High School, City of Lancaster, Traffic
Study; Willdan; july 9, 2004), acceptable operations would result. . .

® Under the “Future Without Project’ conditions, improvements are needed to achieve acceptable intersection operations, With an added northbound through lane, acceptable
operations would result.

® Under the “Future Without Project” conditions, improvements are needed to achieve acceplable intersection operations. With signalization (warranted under * Future Without
Project’ conditions) and the improvements which were identified as necessary at this location in a previously completed traffic study (“Eastside High School, City of Lancaster, Traffic
Study”; Willdan; July 9, 2004), acceptable operations would resuit

1% Signals are warranted at the two study intersections of 26% St. / Ave ) and 30" St. / Ave -4 with the addition of the proposed Columbia Elementary School project to the “Future’
conditions.
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Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

TABLE 3 - PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - 850 STUDENTS

Parents 320 Vehicles | 1,280 320 320 . 320 320

Staff 35 Vehicles | 70 20 15 15 20
Total | 1,350 340 , 335 335 340

' The elementary school PM peak will not fall within the “street” peak hour (which occurs between 4:00 PM and 6:00
PM). However, to provide a “worst case” scenario, all of the vehicle traffic associated with Columbia Flementary School
was assumed to peak during the PM “street” peak hour.

2 All of the parent vehicles are assumed to enter and exit the elementary school during each peak period since they are
dropping-off students (AM peak hour) or picking-up students (PM peak hour).

* No busing is anticipated for the school at this time.

Future With Project Conditions (Year 2006)

Intersections: As shown in Table 2, with improvements in place necessary to achieve acceptable
operating Future Without Project conditions, the addition of project traffic will result in 8 study
intersections continuing to operate at an acceptable LOS A through C during both the AM and PM
peak hours. However, the addition of project traffic will result in the following two study
intersections operating at an unacceptable LOS.

= 26" Street East/Avenue |  LOS F during both AM and PM peak hour
* 30" Street Fast/Avenue }-4 LOS E during AM peak hour

The traffic signal warrant analysis (see Table 4) indicates that both intersections satisfy the warrant.
Therefore, mitigation measures consisting of signalization will be required of the Columbia school
project to ensure acceptable operating conditions at these two intersections.

Roadway Segments: To address the issue of traffic on residential streets adjacent to the Columbia
school site, the level of service analysis was conducted for the 6 residential roadway segments. The
results of the analysis are summarized in Table 5.
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Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

TABLE 4 -~ SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSES SUMMARY

27 St. / Ave No No No
27" St. / Ave J-4° 3 3 No
27% St. / Ave J-8 No No No
27" St. / Ave K . No YES -
26" St. / Ave ) ‘No No YES
26" St. / Ave J-4° 3 3 No
30" St. / Ave J YES - -
30" St. / Ave J-4 No No YES
[ 30" st. / Ave 8 NO YES :

' Since peak hour traffic counts were conducted at the study intersections, Warrant 1 1 - Peak Hour Volume of
the Caltrans Traffic Manual publication was determined to be the most applicable warrant and was utilized to
determine the need for signalization at the study locations. Warrant 11 is based upon the peak (highest) one

hour of traffic.

2The “Future Without Project” conditions include Existing (Year 2004) traffic volumes, general area traffic

growth, and volumes related to other area projects in the study area.
* The need for signalization at this study was not analyzed durin
volume of traffic and the non-conflicting traffic movements,

g these analyses conditions, due to the very low
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Traffic, Circulation, and Parking

TABLE 5 - ROADWAY SEGMENTS ANALYSES SUMMARY

—

27"St. / Ave 675 (675/ 8,000 = 0.08)

27% St. East / Ave -4, East 985 (985/ 8,000 =0.12)

27" St. East / South Ave J-4 1,155 (1,155/ 8,000 = 0.14)

27" St. East/ South Ave J-8 2,315 | (2,315/8,000=029) | - .

26™ St. East / South of Ave 1,480 (1,480/ 8,000 = 0.19)

> > > > >

Ave J-8/ East of 27" St. East 1,870 | (1,870/14,500=0.13)

As shown, all of the residential roadway segments in the vicinity of the school will operate at
an excellent LOS A.

Parking, Site 'Access, and On-Site Circulation

Parking on the school campus will be provided in two surface parking lots. A visitor parking
lot will be located on Avenue }-4, and a faculty parking lot will be located on 27 Street East.
A one-way drive-through lane will adjacent to each parking lot will allow ingress and egress
to the parking lots and serve as a drop-off/pick-up area. A third driveway provided on 27%
Street East, north of the ingress-only driveway, will be utilized by service vehicles only. The
access and onssite circulation are adequate to serve the school. Appropriate signage will be
provided that identifies the one-way operations of the “drive-through lanes” (west to east on
Avenue J-4 and north to south on 27" Street East). The exit driveways will be controlled
with stop sign. Also, Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East will be striped to provide leftturn
channelization at the ingress driveways to the school site. In addition, on-street parking
during school hours will be limited to Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East street segments which
are directly adjacent to the school campus and may be restricted to persons other than
residents.
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Mitigation Measures

Traffic, Circulafion, and Parking

The following improvements will provided as part of the development of the Columbia
Elementary School project.

[ 27" St. / Ave |-4

Add east leg of intersection to form a “T” intersection. (Assumed to consist of
one lane that will provide eastbound through and right turn movements.)
Westbound approach fane will provide left turn and through movements.
Northbound approach lane will provide left turn and right turn movements
Install STOP signs for all approaches (All-lWay STOP)

26" St. / Ave J-4

Add east leg of intersection to form a “T” intersection. (Assumed to consist of

.one lane that will provide westbound through and right turn movements).

Eastbound approach lane will provide left turn and'through moveiments.
Southbound approach lane will provide left turn and right turn movements.
Install STOP signs for all approaches (All-Way STOP).

The following improvements listed below for the Future Without the Project Conditions are
assumed to be in place while the improvements identified for the Future With Project
Conditions will be required mitigation measures for the Columbia Elementary School
project.

[ 27 St. / Ave J

Install an additional westbound
through lane (for a total of two)

None

26% St. / Ave

Install an additional westbound
through lane {for a total of two)

Signaliéation. (Warranted under
Future With Project conditions.)

30" St. / Ave |

Signalization. (Previously
warranted under Existing-Year
2004 conditions.) ‘
Install a separate northbound
left turn lane.

Instalf a separate eastbound
right turn lane.

None

30 St. / Ave J-4

Install an additional northbound

through lane (for a total of two).

Signalization. (Warranted under
Future With Project conditions.)

30" St. / Ave J-8

Signalization. (Warranted under
Future Without Project
conditions.)

Add the east leg to intersection.
(Consist of one westbound left
turn lane and one through /
right combination lane.)
Restripe remaining intersection
legs to consist of one left turn
lane and one through / right

None

combination lane.
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Troffic, Circulation, and Parking

Level of Impact After Mitigation’

With implementation of the identified mitigation measures consisting of signalization at the
intersections of 30™ Street East / Avenue J-4 and 26™ Street East / Avenue , these

intersections will operate at a LOS A during both AM and PM peak hours. This represents
an improvement over existing (year 2004) LOS. B.
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3.2 Air Quality

This section examines the long-term air quality impacts associated with day-to-day operations of
Columbia Elementary School. The shortterm construction effects are addressed in Section 3.11,
Construction Effects, of this EIR. The worksheets and calculations are included in Appendix C.

Environmental Setting

Away from the cooling effects of the Pacific Ocean, climate in the Antelope Valley is characterized
by hot summers and colder winters. Prevailing winds are out of the west and southwest. With the
average precipitation of only between 3 and 7 inches per year, the Valley is characterized by a dry-

and hot desert climate. ' '

" Antelope Valley, including the Columbia Elementary School project site, is located in the western
portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin. The Mojave Desert Air Basin consists of the desert portions
of Los Angeles, Kern, San Bernardino and eastern Riverside counties. The AVAQMD, which was
established in 1997, regulates air quality in the Antelope Valley. The district consists of the
unincorporated desert areas of Los Angeles County, the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster, the
southern portion of Edwards Air Force Base and Air Force Plant 42.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency establish
ambient air quality standards for major pollutants at thresholds intended to protect public health:
The Antelope Valley is a designated non-attainment area for national and state ozone standards and
the state PM,, standard. No other standard is exceeded, and the Valley is either classified as
attainment or is unclassified for these other pollutants.

Ozone is generated locally, as well as transported from other areas. The Antelope Valley receives
ozone transported from the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) located south of the San Gabriel
Mountains, which divide the two air basins in Los Angeles County. According to CARB’s study,
“Ozone Transport: 2001Review,” ozone from the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has been known to
reach as far south as Lancaster. The study found that ozone from the SCAB is both significant and
overwhelming. However, CARB notes that population in the area is growing and as the SCAB
reduces ozone levels, locally generated ozone will become a more significant cause of state and
federal ozone standards being exceeded. :

Current state and national air quality standards, together with health effects of regulated pollutants,
are shown in Table 6.

Eastside Union School District ' ‘ Environmental Impact Report
21 Columbia Elementary School



Air Quality

Table 6
Air Pollutants, Ambient Air Quality Standards, and Air Pollution Health Effects
Air Pollutant State Standard National Standards Health Effect
Primary Secondary
Ozone (O,) 0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. | 0.12 ppm, 1-hr. avg. | 0.12 ppm, 1-hr. Aggravation of
avg. respiratory and

0.08 ppm, 8-hr. avg.

0.08 ppm, 8-hr.

avg.

cardiovascular diseases;
Impairment

of cardiopulmonary
function

Respirable Particulate
Matter (PM,,)

50 pg/m3, 24-hr. avg.
20 pg/m® AGM

150 pg/m?, 24-hr.
avg.

50 pug/m® AAM

150 pg/m?®, 24-hr.
avg.;

50 pg/m® AAM

Fine Particulate

No.24-hr., State std.

65ug/m?, 24-hr. avg.

65 pg/m?, 24-hr.

Increased cough and
chest discomfort;
Reduced lung function;
Aggravation of
respiratory and cardio-

Matter (PM,5) 12pg/m® AGM 15 pg/m® AAM avg. respiratory diseases
15 pg/m3 AAM
Carbon Monoxide 9.0 ppm, 8-hr. avg. 9 ppm, 8-hr. avg. None Aggravation of

(CO)

20 ppm. 1-hr. avg.

35 ppm, 1-hr. avg.

respiratory diseases
{asthma, emphysema)

Nitrogen Dioxide

0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg.

0.053 ppm, annual

0.053 ppm, annual

Aggravation of

(NO,) avg. avg. respiratory illness

Sulfur Dioxide .25 ppm 1-hr. 0.03 ppm, annual | 0.5 ppm, 3-hr. avg. | Aggravation of

{SO,) 0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg. | avg. ‘ respiratory diseases
0.14 ppm, 24-hr. (asthma, emphysema)
avg.

Lead 1.5 pg/m?®, monthly 1.5 pg/m?, calendar | 1.5 pg/m® impaired blood, nerve

(Pb) avg. Quarter function; Behavioral and

hearing problems in
children

Visibilify-Redﬁcing
Particles

Extinction coefficient
of 0.23.per km,
visibility of 10 miles at
relative humidity less
than 70%, -1

observation

Sulfates 25 pg/m®, 24-hr. avg. Increased morbidity
(SO, and mortality in
" conjunction with other
pollutants
Hydrogen Sulfide 0.03 ppm, 1-hr. avg. Toxic at very high
(H,S) concentrations
Vinyl Chloride 0.010 ppm, 24-hr. Carcinogenic
avg.
Note: ppm = paris per million by volume ug/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

AAM = annual arithmetic mean

AGM = annual geometric mean

Source: California Air Resources Board, July 9, 2003

The Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District has operated a monitoring station in
Lancaster at 43301 Division Street since November 2001. Only the two non-attainment pollutants,
ozone and particulate matter, are monitored at the station. The Lancaster station reports data most
descriptive of air quality conditions at the Columbia Elementary School project site. Table 7
summarizes most current available air quality data recorded at the station.
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Table 7 .
Summary of Air Quality Data
Lancaster Monitoring Station

Pollutant Standards 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Ozone (O,)
State standard (1-hr. avg. 0.09 ppm)
National standard (1-hr avg. 0.12 ppm)
National standard (8-hr avg. 0.08 ppm)

Maximum 1-hr concentration (in ppm) 0.10 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.16

Maximum 8-hr concentration (in ppm)’ 0.14 0.12 0.10 0.11 . 0.12

Days state {1-hr} standard exceeded 1 - 35 37 46 50

Days rational 1-hr standard exceeded .0 S 2 3 5 4

Days national 8-hr standard exceeded’ - 0 28 24 38 33
Fine Particulates (PM;¢)

State standard (24-hr. avg. 50 pg/m®)

National standard {24-hr avg. 150 pg/m?)

Maximum 24-hr concentration in pg/m?® 85 110 64 74 57

Days exceeding state standard ’ 2 6 5 1 2

Percent samples exceeding national standard | -~ 0 0 0 0 0

Respirable Particulates (PM ,4)
National standard (24-hr avg. 65 pg/m?) NM NM NM NM NM
Maximum 24-hr conceniration
Percent samples exceeding national standard ~

pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

ND = No Data

NM = Not Monitored

Source: California Air Resources Board {www.arb.ca.qov}

Although pollutant concentrations vary from year to year, depending on weather conditions, ozone
concentrations have increased somewhat in the 2002-2003 period. This increase is consistent with
increases that occurred in the same period in much of the South Coast Air Basin. PMy,
concentrations did not exceed the national ambient air standards at any time within the previous
five year period.

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Hot Spots

The potential for CO hotspots, or places where CO concentrations exceed applicable standards to
impact sensitive receptors, is a primary concern. CO hotspots typically occur in areas of severe
traffic congestion where vehicles idle and/or wind speeds are low. CO hotspots occur mostly in the
early morning hours when winds are stagnant and ambient CO concentrations are elevated.
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Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact

The Antelope Valley AQMD has adopted the following significance thresholds for projects within
the District. A project’s effect is considered significant if long-term operational emissions exceed
these thresholds. '

Antelope Valléy AQMD Significan-lc.:ccleb':'iisholds for Operational Emissions
Pollutant Pounds per day
Carbon Monoxide>(CO) 548
Nitrogen Oxides {NO,) 137
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCQ) 137
Oxides of Sulfur (SO,) , 137
Particulate Matter (PM,,) I 82

Environmental Impact

Operational Emissions: Columbia Elementary School will accommodate approximately 850
students. The traffic study prepared for the project indicates that the school will generate a total of
1,350 daily vehicular end trips. These trips will generate exhaust emissions. Operational emissions
_associated with these trips and with stationary sources have been estimated using SCAQMD
URBEMIS 2002 model that estimates peak vehicular and area source emissions for winter and
summer. The season with the highest emissions estimate- which is summer, is reported in Table 9.
The worksheets and calculations are contained in Appendix C.
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TABLE9
PROJECT OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS, YEAR 2006
(pounds per day)

Area Source Emissions | 1 1 1 - (negligible)
Vehicular Emissions 157 26 15 13
Total 158 27 16 13
AVAQMD Threshold - | 548 137 137 82
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Source: Modeled output from URBEMIS 2002. See Appendix C for worksheets.

As shown, operational emissions will be substantially below the AVAQMDs daily threshold
amounts. Thus, impact will be less than significant.

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Hot Spots: No residential uses or other sensitive receptors adjoin the
project site. However, residential uses, which are sensitive receptors to air pollutants, are located.
throughout the area. These receptors can be affected by localized CO concentrations, or carbon
monoxide “hot spots”. The State of California established CO standards of 9.0 ppm (parts per
million) for an 8-hour standard and 20.0 ppm for one-hour standard. Violation of these standards is
considered a significant impact. Therefore, CALINE-4, a computer model that predicts CO local
concentrations, was used to determine potential for CO “hot spot” impact from the project on
sensitive receptors. SCAQMD methodology recommends analyzing intersections where a level of
service (LOS) C deteriorates one full LOS level or more, or where an LOS D deteriorates to any
degree. Intersections analyzed in the traffic study that meet these criteria (see Appendix B) and
have sensitive residential use receptors nearby are: 26" Street Fast/Avenue j and 30" Street East
/Avenue J4. Worst case assumptions used in the analysis include: the highest level of ambient CO
concentration; worst-case peak intersection operations; sensitive receptors located next to the
intersection, and a wind direction variability of 10 degrees. Operational emission factors were
estimated for cruise, approach and departure speeds using EMFAC 2002. Receptors were placed at
3 meters and 7 meters (9 and 21 feet respectively) from the study intersections as recommended by
Caltrans, and CO concentrations were determined for with and without project conditions traffic
volumes, with the difference between the two concentrations representing a project impact.
Potential impacts were analyzed for 8-hour concentrations determined using a persistence factor of
0.8 as recommended by SCAQMD, and for 1-hour concentrations (mdlcated in the parenthesis).

The results of the analysis are summarlzed in Table 10.
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TABLE 10
PROJECT CONTRIBUTION TO CO HOT SPOTS
YEAR 2006

26" St/ Ave ) 4.7 (5.9) 5.0 (6.2) - +0.3 (0.3)

30" St/ Ave J-4 ' 4.8(6.0) 4.9 (6.1) +0.1 (0.1)

As shown, the addition of school-related traffic will not result in CO concentrations above 9.0 ppm
8-hour or the 20.0 ppm T-hour State standard at any of the study intersections where residential
uses are located, and impact will be less than significant. CO hotspots typically occur in areas of
severe traffic congestion where vehicles idle and/or wind speeds are low, while the high average
wind speeds in Antelope Valley tend to disperse carbon monoxide quickly and stagnant conditions
with minimal wind speeds are relatively infrequent. In addition, as new vehicles replace older
vehicles, emissions will be lower than today even with projected growth. CARB staff estimates that
a 20-year old car on the road today emits approximately 30 times the amount of pollution, on a per
mile basis, that 2004 model emits. A 30-year old car emits 100 times more emissions than a 2004
model. Based on already enacted requirements, 2010 model vehicles will emit fewer pollutants stil.

Toxic Emissions: In accordance with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
requirements, the District completed a hazardous substances assessment for the project in February
2005. Based on the assessment, the DTSC issued a “No Further Action” determination for the
project site. No industrial, commercial, or agricultural uses that use hazardous substances adjoin
the school site. Future uses on currently vacant land near the school are single-family residences and
are expected to be developed in the near future. As part of the toxic substances assessment
process, the Antelope Valley Air Pollution Control District (AVAPCD) was contacted to determine if
any operations in the vicinity will create any significant health risks to the students at the school.
The AVAPCD has no records of any such facilities within a quarter-mile of the site. Impact will be
less than significant.

Consistency with Air Quality Management Plan

If the total population generated by a project, together with the existing population and the
projected population from all other planned projects in the sub-area, does not exceed the growth
projections for that sub-area incorporated in the most recently adopted Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP), the project is consistent with the AQMP. Columbia Elementary school will serve
current and future residents of the area and will not result in additional population growth beyond
that anticipated in the City of Lancaster General Plan or in Southern California Association of
Govemnments’ (SCAG) projections upon which the AQMP is based. That population growth is
already accounted for in the District's Air Quality Management Plan and SCAG's regional
transportation management plan. Therefore, the project will not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, and will not cause any violation of an air quality
standard, or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Eastside Union School District Environmental Impact Report
26 Columbia Elementary School



Air Quality

Cumulative Impact

The project’s contribution to a cumulative impact on air quality is addressed in Section 5.0,
Cumulative and Long-term Effects, of this EIR.

Mitigation Measures

Emissions from .operation of the Columbia Elementary School will be substantially below the
AVAQMD daily emissions thresholds. Thus, impact will be less than significant and no mitigation, .
beyond the provision of roadway improvements associated with the project that will improve traffic
flow and thus reduce vehicular emissions, is required.
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3.3 Noise

This section examines the potential long-term noise impacts associated with day-to-day
operations of the Columbia Elementary School. The shortterm noise impact from
construction activities associated with the project is addressed in Section 3.11, Construction
Effects, of this EIR.

Environmental Setting

How Sound Is Measured: Sound levels are expressed on a logarithmic scale of decibels
(abbreviated as dB), in which a change of ten units on the decibel scale reflects a ten-fold
increase in sound energy. A tenfold increase in sound energy roughly translates to a
doubling of perceived loudness.

In evaluating human response to noise, acousticians compensate for the response of people
to varying frequency or pitch components of sound. The human ear is most sensitive to
sounds in the middle frequency range used for human speech, and is less sensitive to lower
and higher-pitched sounds. The “A” weighting scale is used to account for this sensitivity.
Thus most community noise standards are expressed in decibels on the “A”-weighted scale,
abbreviated dB (A). Zero on the decibel scale is set roughly at the threshold of human
hearing. Sound levels of common sounds in the environment include office background
noise at about 50 dB(A); human speech at 10 feet at about 60 to 70 dB(A); cars driving by
" at 50 feet at 65 to 70dB(A); trucks at 50 feet at 75 to 80 dB(A); and aircraft over flights
directly overhead a mile from the runway at about 95 to 100 dB(A).

Noise Standards: The community noise environment consists of wide varieties of sounds,
some near and some far away, which vary over the 24-hour day. People respond to the 24-hour
variation in noise but are most sensitive to noise at night. The Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) is a 24-hour average noise level based on the daytime, evening and nighttime
hourly average noise levels (L.(h)). To account for the greater sensitivity of people to noise at
night, the CNEL weighting includes a 5-decibel penalty on noise between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00
p.m. and a 10-decibel penalty on noise between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the next day.

Existing Noise Levels

The Columbia Elementary School site is located in a rapidly developing area of east
Lancaster. Presently, the site is surrounded by vacant land with some residential land uses
nearby. The Palmdale Airport/ U.S. Air Force Plant 42 is located approximately 2.5 miles
south of the project site. According to the Plant’s Air Installation Compatible Use Zone
(AICUZ) Report, the project site is located outside the delineated accident potential zones,
and the airport’s noise contours. The major source of noise affecting the project site and
nearby residential areas is vehicular traffic traveling Avenue J, Avenue K, Avenue J-4, Avenue
J-8, 26" St, and 27% St.
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The traffic noise levels were modeled using data from the traffic study data prepared for the
project by Willdan traffic ‘engineers. Street segments and locations where there are
residential uses, which are considered sensitive receptors, were identified and analyzed. As
shown in Table 11, the existing traffic noise levels range from 46.9 CNEL to 49.9 CNEL
along the adjoining streets where noise-sensitive receptors are located.

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact

The City of Lancaster has established interior and exterior noise guidelines and noise limiting
criteria for noise-sensitive land uses in the City’s Noise Element of the General Plan. In
noise-sensitive areas, including single family neighborhoods, the City limits noise to a
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 65 exterior CNEL. Impact is considered
significant if a project results in exterior noise levels above these limits.

Environmental Impact

Long-Term Traffic Noise

In the long term, the Columbia Elementary School will result in an increase of traffic-related
noise along Avenue J-4 and 26" and 27% Streets. As shown in Table 11, the addition of
project-related traffic will not result in noise levels exceedlng 65 CNEL at street segments
where residential uses are located.

.TABLE 11
PROJECT NOISE IMPACT
YEAR 2006
Location Existing Future Future With
CNEL Without Project CNEL
Project
CNEL
27th Street East, 46.9 47.2 51.0
between Avenue J-4 and }-8
Avenue }-4 494 49.6 50.3
between 27% and 30" Street
26" Street East 49.9 50.1 52.0
between Ave. J-4 and }-8

Calculations using FHWA-RD-77-108 and STAMINA 2.0 with CALVENO Reference Noise Emissions
models (see Appendix C for worksheets).

‘As shown, traffic associated with the Columbia Elementary School will result in noise levels
between 50.3 and 52.0 CNEL at locations where the nearest residential uses are located.
This is substantially below the City’s 65CNEL limit and therefore, according to City’s
standards, impact is considered to be less than significant.
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School Day-to-Day Operational Noise

The operations of the Columbia Elementary School will involve delivery vehicle traffic, refuse
pick-up noise, and noise related to outdoor student activities.

Refuse pick-up is I|kely to occur during early morning hours. These times will be temporarily
impacted by the exhaust stack, engine, release of air brakes, unloading and impact noises
associated with refuse pick-up activities. However, refuse pick-up takes only a short time
(about fifteen minutes or less). Deliveries to the site will be made primarily by small and
medium size trucks, with larger trucks only occasionally entering and exiting the school site.
~Noise associated with the use of play fields by kindergarteners and elementary school
children during class breaks and play times has no potential to generate noise levels
exceeding 65 CNEL at the nearest residential uses, and all activities will occur during school
hours which are not noise-sensitive times.

Like other schools in Lancaster and Palmdale, community groups and organizations may use
. the school facilities for their programs and events. These may include events or occasional
use of play fields, and community meetings and events However, such additional usage is
anticipated to be minimal; noise associated with such infrequent functions will normally not
exceed that of the primary uses by the school; and is anticipated to occur primarily during
daytime hours which are not are noise-sensitive times.

Therefore, no significant noise impact to the nearest residential areas will occur.

Mitigation Measures

The noise analysis shows that the noise generation due to the operations of the Columbia
Elementary School, including school-related traffic, will not cause the area noise levels to
exceed the 65 CNEL exterior noise limit in the nearby residential neighborhoods. Thus,
according to City noise standards, impact will be less than significant and no mitigation is -
required.
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3.4 Water Quality

This section discusses the impact of construction and operation of the Columbia Elementary School
on water quality.

Environmental Setting

The chemical quality of the groundwater in the Mojave Basin is generally satisfactory for domestic
use and irrigation, as well as for most commercial and industrial uses. Total dissolved solids range
from 200 to 800 milligrams per liter, with hardness as high as 1,950 milligrams per liter near Rogers
Dry Lake. Although the present quality is satisfactory, there is a trend toward poorer groundwater
quality, due to urban runoff, septic tank failures, declining water tables, and the parched conditions
in Lancaster.

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact

The project will result in a significant impact on water quality if it violates any water quality
- standards or waste discharge requirements.

Environmental Impact

The project is an elementary school developed on a 12.5-acre vacant site in Lancaster. The site is
flat and no deep excavation operations are required either for school facilities or the associated
infrastructure improvements. No drilling of wells will occur as part of school construction or
operation. As illustrated in Figure 2, Site Plan, the Columbia Elementary School campus is designed
to preserve open space on campus and minimize impervious surface coverage. The school
buildings are clustered in the northern portion of the site, while nearly half of the 12.5-acre site will
remain permeable surfaces comprised of athletic fields and landscaping. This will not result in a
substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns nor an increase in runoff that would result in
flooding on- or offsite. Runoff from the site will be conveyed to existing storm drainage facilities,
and all necessary onssite drainage improvements are included as part of the project. Pursuant to the
City requirements, the drainage infrastructure includes an easement channel/retention basin along
the west side of the project site and continuing to the north, and a system of drain lines that collect
surface flows and convey the flows into the channel. In compliance with existing requirements, the
School District will pay connection fees to the County; these fees are intended to provide for major
drainage facilities to serve area-wide and regional development, including public schools.

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requires all discretionary projects, such as this
project, to incorporate features to retain the first % of an inch of stormwater on site during each
storm event. In compliance with these existing regulations, the new drainage infrastructure
constructed on the site will provide for retention of this “first flush” stormwater flows. Furthermore,
the quality of stormwater runoff is regulated under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
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System (NPDES). The NPDES storm water permits provide a mechanism for monitoring the
discharge of pollutants and for establishing appropriate controls to minimize the entrance of such
pollutants into stormwater runoff. The County of Los Angeles is a co-permittee under the NPDES .
storm water permit covering Los Angeles County (NPDES No. CAS004001). As co-permittee, the
City of Lancaster requires all development projects in its jurisdiction to comply with the NPDES
requirements for construction and operation as appropriate. In compliance with these existing
regulations, the District will implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to ensure
that water quality standards or waste discharge requirements are not exceeded. Best Management
Practices (BMPs) will be utilized to reduce the extent of this runoff. BMPs may include the
following:

* Schedule excavation and grading work for dry weather

» Use as little water as possible for dust control v

* Never hose down dirty pavement of impermeable surfaces where fluids have spilled

» Utilize re-vegetation, if feasible, for erosion control after clearing, grading , or excavating

* Avoid excavation and grading activities during wet weather

» Construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site, and line channels with grass
or roughened pavement to reduce velocity of runoff

»  Cover stockpiles and excavated soil with raps or plastic sheeting

» Cover trucks carrying soils or other contents subject to airborne dispersal to prevent
settling on the ground

» Remove existing vegetation only when absolutely necessary

» Consider planting temporary vegetation for erosion control where construction is not
immediately planned; and plant permanent vegetation as soon as possible

The Columbia Elementary School is a public school similar to other schools operating in Lancaster,
Palmdale and the surrounding areas. No industrial, manufacturing, medical, R&D, or other similar
operations that could affect water quality will occur. Operation of the school will include classroom
instructions, physical education, and possibly sport events and community events held at the
campus that do not involve any activities that could generate substantially polluted runoff or waste
discharges. With the implementation of BMPs and provision of drainage improvements, impact will
be less than significant. :

Mitigation Measures | »

Impact will be less than significant and no additional mitigation, beyond compliance with existing
regulations, is required.
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3.5 Biological Resources

A biological assessment was conducted for the project by Frank Hovore and Associates biologists.
The assessment included focused field studies and surveys conducted in May and August 2004.The
full report is provided in Appendix D.

Environmental Setting

The Columbia Elementary School site is currently an undeveloped 12.5-acre parcel situated
between the alignments of Avenues }J-4 and J-6 on the north and south, and 26" and 27" Streets
East. New residential construction is underway east of 27" Street, north of j-4. All of the adjacent
open vacant property has been cleared and leveled, probably for agriculture, but has been unused
except by ORVs and motorcycles, and trash dumping, for a decade or more. '

The physical properties of the project site have been entirely altered due to past grading and/or
agricultural activities which completely leveled the land surface, removed all natural vegetation, and
compacted the soils. - The only contours apparent on the site are unnatural, formed by remnant
grading or clearing lines, low berms which cross the site - likely over buried water lines, and piles of
dumped earth with some shaped into bicycle ramps. The site has received considerable vehicle
use, some. of which is concentrated in a circular motor-cross, resulting in deeply etched erosional
rings. Dirt roadways criss-cross the entire site, and the intersections of these are broadly denuded.
There is no natural topography, rock outcroppings, washes, sand sheets or other surface features
within the project boundaries. :

A ditch crosses the adjacent lot northeast of the site, originating off the corner of J-4 and 27" Street
East that had water or wet mud in both May and August, 2004, indicating that it receives urban
runoff, or pipeline leakage. :

Vegetation Formations

Past uses left the site level and stripped of all native habitat. At present, there are no native plants
on the site, nor natural habitat formations of any value to native wildlife, other than what might be
provided by the thin layer of non-native herbaceous groundcover. There are no trees of any kind
on the site, and the only “shrubs” are the noxious Russian thistle (Salso/a tragus, “tumbleweed”),
which forms dense stands where vehicle use is less intense.

Herbaceous annual groundcover species present included only non-native grasses (Bromus
madritensis rubens and possibly others; Avena sp.), Russian thistle, short-pod filaree (£rodjum
cicutarium), and tumble-mustard (Sisymbriumn sp.). Based upon late season growth exhibited in
adjacent lots, a few other ruderal species would be expected to appear on the site, including wire
lettuce (Lactuca serriola) and cheeseweed (Malva parvifiora). No disturbance-tolerant native plants,
such as rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus) were found, suggesting that substrates are not
suitable for any species except the most resilient non-native generalist taxa. Cover values were

Eastside Union School District ' . Environmental Impact Report
' 33 Columbia Elementary School



Biological Resources

largely formed by homogeneous stands of Russian thistle and bromes, with the few other species
occurring in small patches. Most of the site vegetation withered by late Spring and Summer, except
over the berms, where some additional moisture may be retained.

No annual wildflowers were observed in either of the surveys, nor was any evidence of wildflowers
on the site between the survey dates. Past uses of the site have resulted in completely degraded
substrates, complete leveling of the original natural topography, hard compaction of much of the
site, and possibly elevated soil salinity, all of which contribute to the lack native plants or natural
vegetation formations on the site.

No areas of native Joshua tree or desert scrub habitats or vegetation formations occur within sight
of the project site.

Wildlife and Habitat Values

The project site and the surrounding vacant lots have only completely disturbed, ruderal, non-native
sub-shrub formations. The present condition of the project site is considered very low in biological
value, because it lacks native plant species and has been invaded by noxious ruderals, provides no
natural habitat structure or complexity, and lacks persistent seasonal surface water. Compared to
even moderately disturbed scrub vegetation elsewhere this portion of the Antelope Valley, this site
is of extremely limited biological value to native wildlife. Patterns of human activity observed on the
site include heavy use by vehicles, considerable trash dumping, and the persistent presence of
humans, cats and dogs associated with the nearby residential areas. Together the effects of these
intrusions preclude site use by all but the most disturbance-tolerant wildlife.

Mammals: The only terrestrlal predator expected to occur on the site would be coyote (Canis
latrans), which typically ranges into urban landscapes, foraging opportunistically upon small pets,
rodents, insects, and some plant species. It would be expected anywhere in the Antelope Valley,
including residential areas with open space lots of sufficient size to provide cover, or contiguity to
adjacent natural areas. Desert cottontail (Syfvilagus audubonij, Beechey ground squirrel
(Spermophilus beecheyi) and Botta pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae) have persisted within the
overall open space in which the parcel is situated, and were observed or detected from sign (tracks,
burrows, fur, bones, etc.). No other native mammals were noted on the site.

Rodents: The only open, active burrows observed were those of Botta pocket gopher, all others
appearing abandoned, and containing well-established western black widow spider webs
(Latrodectus hesperus), indicating no recent use by squirrels or other larger vertebrates. Unlike
many spiders that construct and remove webs daily, black widows may occupy the same web for
months or years, so their presence in the mouth of a rodent burrow generally indicates a lack of
recent use.

Mojave Ground Squirrel The property contains no suitable habitat values for Mohave ground
squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis), nor are there suitable habitat values on adjacent lots. There is
little likelihood that this species has persisted anywhere within the site vicinity, and wandering .
individuals (if such were to occur) would not find even temporary foraging or sheltering values on
the project site.

Birds: Songbirds seen within the general vicinity of the project site were mostly related to the
surrounding urban fringe, and included house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), mouming dove
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(Zenaida macroura), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), Brewer’s blackbird (EFuphagus
cyanocephalus), western kingbird ( 7yrannus verticalis), common raven (Corvus coraX), and the non-
native European house sparrow (Passer domesticus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and rock
pigeon (Columba livia). The only species which might nest within the site boundaries would be
desert horned lark (Fremophifa alpestris ammophila), which nests on the ground in grassland, scrub
and ruderal sites, and was observed in May, 2004. The other species nest within landscaping or on
buildings in-the surrounding residential areas.

No predatory birds were seen during either of the site surveys, but it would be reasonable to
assume that red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) probably forages over the site from nearby rural
residential landscapes. This species has habituated to human presence and often persists within
urban settings with suitable tree cover, foraging for rodents and other small vertebrates in vacant
* lots and other open space.

Western Burrowing Owl: A careful search was made to determine whether or not the site
supports western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), and all burrows on the property
were investigated. No evidence (active burrows, pellets, feathers) of this small owl was found on
the site, ahd the near-complete lack of prey species on the property combined with levels of
disturbance from adjacent residential areas, render the site unsuitable for burrowing owl resident
use. All potential perches on the site were checked for whitewash and owl pellets in May and
August, and no evidence of either was found..

Reptiles: Only one species of reptile, the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), was observed
within the project site boundaries, and the lack of natural habitat values and prey species in such
degraded sites severely reduces lizard and snake diversity and numbers, relative to the faunas of
healthy desert scrub formations. No evidence or individuals of Great Basin whiptail (Aspidoscelis t
tigris) or desert horned lizard (Phrynosoma platyrhinos calidiarum) were observed on the site or on
surrounding properties, although a few nests were found of black harvester ants (Pogonomyrmex).
These ants are the primary food resource for horned lizards, but are not.an “indicator” for their
predators because they often occur in highly disturbed settings which are unsuitable for horned
- lizard use. No agencydisted sensitive lizard species is expected to occur on or adjacent to the
- project site. '

No snakes were seen on the site, and it is unlikely that any but the most abundant, human-tolerant
species would occur, or be able to survive, in such a setting. Common desert snake species
occurring in desert scrub in this portion of the Antelope Valley include long-nosed snake
(Rhinocheilus I fecontei), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer annectans), Mojave glossy snake
(Arizona elegans candlida), coachwhip (Masticophis piceus flagellum), Mojave shovel-nosed snake
(Chionactis o. occipitalis), spotted leaf-nosed snake (Phyllorhynchus decurtatus), and Mojave
rattlesnake (Crotalus scutellatus). None of these are considered sensitive species by resource
agencies, and no agency-listed sensitive snakes are expected to occur on or adjacent to the project
site.

Desert Tortoise. Surveys to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service protocols were performed on 15 May,
2004, for California desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), and no tortoise evidence (burrows, tracks,
fecal pellets, scrapes, scutes, etc.) was observed on the site, or within adjacent open space lots. Site
conditions are entirely unsuitable for desert tortoise residence, and tortoises would not occur
naturally in such a disturbed setting.
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Amphibians: The nearest surface water to the project site is urban runoff in a ditch along the
margin of 27" Street Fast north of J-4 and along the margin of the dirt alignment of 25" Street East
where it meets the open space lot along J-8 - both located outside the project site. No amphibian
species were observed at those locations in May or August, 2004, but western toad (Bufo boreas
halophilus), a common generalist species, occurs in developed portions of the high desert where
irrigation or urban runoff provide breeding sites. Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacris regilla) also often
occurs within desert runoff channels, usually in the same sorts of areas as the western toad. Neither
species is considered sensitive by any resource agency.

Arthropods: Arthropod diversity on the property was very low, commensurate with the lack of
native plant species. Western black widow spiders were present in rodent burrows and beneath
trash and debris, and several black harvester ants colonies were found around the margins of the
vehicle use areas. Only a few darkling beetles (Tenebrionidae, £leodes sp.) and pale band-winged
grasshoppers (7rimerotropis pallidipennis) - both usually common to abundant in ruderal desert
sites — were observed, but little house flies (Fannia canicularis) quickly swarmed to human activity
and shade.

Butterflies: No native butterflies were seen on the site, but a single European cabbage butterfly
(Pontia rapae), the larva of which feeds on a variety of ruderal herbaceous taxa, was observed in
May, 2004. '

Characteristics of the Surrounding Area

The adjacent parcels of undeveloped land surrounding the school site also have been heavily
disturbed, although vehicle activity appears to be less frequent there than on the project site. The
perimeter of the overall area in which the school site is situated has been developed with residential
tracts, except for the northern boundary, which is undeveloped land to Avenue J. Property to the
northeast of the site, east of 27" Street Fast, between ] Street and J-4, was being graded and built-
upon at the time of the August, 2004 survey. Although some of the nearby residential and light
commercial areas are dispersed, the entire project site is considered inill, as it is surrounded by
existing development. '

Vegetation within the ditches near the project site consists of a mixture of native and non-native
wetland and wet riparian elements, dominated by mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), cattail (7ypha
domingoensis), sweet-clover (Melilotus albus), horseweed (Conyza sp.), and rabbitsfoot grass
(Polypogon monspeliensis). Habitat values formed by urban runoff support a number of native bird
species, including red-winged blackbird (Ageflaius phoeniceus), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia),
and killdeer ( Charadrius vociferus).

The nearest public open space is Tierra Bonita Park, at the intersection of 30™ Street East and
Lancaster Boulevard. There are no wildlife sanctuaries, natural areas parks, or other similar public
open space areas within a 2-mile radius of the site.
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Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impdct

Significant impact on biological resources will occur if the project will have a substantial adverse
effect either directly or through habitat modifications, on any plant, or animal species, identified: as
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish or Wildlife Service. The impact will also be
significant if the project will have a substantial adverse effect on any federally protected wetlands,
riparian habitat or other identified sensitive natural community, or substantially interfere with the
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or with the species migratory wildlife corridors. ‘ :

Environmental Impact

Sensitive Biological Resources

The complete absence of native plants or natural habitat formations on the project site greatly
reduces the likelihood of it supporting agency-listed sensitive species of any kind. The only native
bird species possibly residing on the site during the breeding season is the desert horned lark, and
~ direct impacts to this taxon may be avoided by timing of clearing and construction activities. No
agency-isted sensitive plant or animal species are known or are expected to occur on the site in a
resource dependent, resident, or seasonal breeding basis, and the property overall does not lie
within any identifiable wildlife migration, movement, or habitat linkage zone. The proposed
elementary school project at this site will not adversely impact established natural, native wildlife
habitat resource values, unique vegetation formations or communities. There will be no loss of -
native plants and no significant disturbance to native wildlife resources. No significant impact will
- result. ‘ ‘

Wildlife Movement and Corridors

The project site does not lie within any part of an identifiable wildlife movement pathway, corridor
or habitat linkage. The site lacks direct surface connections and alignment with whatever remnant
larger areas of natural open space or historic movement zone might once have encompassed it.
The overall parcels in the lot offer only degraded substrates, lacking native vegetation species or
habitat formations, natural topography or food resources. The presence of aseasonal runoff in
ditches on land adjacent to the site provides limited, but attractive habitat values for common,
mobile desert riparian bird species, some of which occasionally may forage in the open ruderal
field, but would not reside outside of the riparian habitat. The retorted and ruderal nature of the
existing site resources is insufficient to induce wildlife movement onto or through the project site,
and its isolation from other natural open space practically precludes all but the most mobile and
human-tolerant species-from wandering ontq the site. No adverse impact will result. '
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Mitigation Measures

To ensure that no native or migratory birds will be affected the following mitigation measure will be
implemented.

1. Clearing and construction activities will be avoided during the breeding season between
March 15 and August 1, to the extent feasible. If clearing and construction activity cannot
be accomplished outside the breeding season, a pre-construction survey by a qualified
biologist shall be conducted no sooner than three days prior to the start of the activities to
ensure that no active occupied nests are present on the site. If active occupied nests are
present, consultations shall be initiated with the Department of Fish and Game to determine
the course of action, and the determined course of action shall be implemented.

Level of Impact After Mitigation

With implementation of the identified mitigation impact will continue to be less than significant.
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Cultural resources are defined as those parts of the environment that are fragile and nonrenewable
evidence of human activity as reflected in districts, sites, structures, artifacts, artistic works, and
natural features which were important to human culture.

Environmental Setting

The project site is located in the Antelope Valley, and encompasses vacant land surrounded by
existing residential development and vacant land that is planned for residential development. The
entire Antelope Valley is considered a region rich in archaeological remains and prehistoric cultures.
Over 250 archaeological sites have been recorded in the Antelope Valley. However, since the
Columbia Elementary School site was disturbed by grading and agricultural activity in the past, the
likelihood of any undiscovered archaeological resources remaining on the site is very low.
Nonetheless, a records search was conducted as part of the EIR process.

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact

Impacts of cultural resources are considered significant if a prehistoric or historic archaeological site,
or property of historic or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group, is disrupted
or adversely affected.

Environmental Impact

A records search was conducted by the California Historical Resources Information System on
November 4, 2004 for the Columbia Elementary School site. This search included a review of all
recorded archaeological sites within a Y2-mile radius of the project site as well as a review of cultural
resource reports on file. No archaeological sites were identified within the project site, nor within a
Y2-mile radius of the project site. No isolates were identified on the project site nor within a Y2-mile
radius of the site. No additional cultural resources have been identified on the site nor within a -
mile radius of the site.

In addition, the California Points of Historical Interest (PHI), the California Historical Landmarks
(CHL), the California Register of Historic Places (CR), the National Register of Historic Places (NR),
the California‘State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI), and the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monuments listings were reviewed for the project site. The search generated no potential objects
of interest at the site or within a Y2-mile radius of the project site.

Since the soils on the site were disturbed by past activities, the likelihood of discovering human
remains on the site is extremely remote. In an unlikely event that any remains are uncovered, the
District will comply with existing standard CEQA requirements, including halting construction work
and allowing a qualified archaeologist, coroner, and Native American Representative to evaluate the
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find to make recommendations (pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[e]). Impact will be
less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

The impact will be less than significant and no mitigation beyond mandatory compliance with
existing regulations is required.
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3.7 Police and Fire Protection
Services

.

Environmental Setting

Police Protection

Police protection and crime prevention services for the City of Lancaster are provided on a
contractual basis by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. The closest Sheriff’s station to
the project site is located approximately 5 miles northwest of the project site, at 501 W. Lancaster
Boulevard in Lancaster. Currently the Lancaster Sheriff's station serves the Lancaster area of 586
square miles with a population of about 187,000 people.

The station has approximately 189 deputy personnel, 74 civilian personnel, and 54 law enforcement
vehicles. Response times to the project site are dictated by the priority of the call received and the
location of patrolling deputies. Response times to the project site for emergency calls are
anticipated to be between 4 and 8 minutes.

Fire Protection

The City of Lancaster, as a member of the consolidated Fire Protection District, contracts with the
County of Los Angeles for fire protection services. Lancaster is located in Division 1X of the Los
Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) which encompasses Lancaster, Palmdale, and
unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County. Nineteen fire stations are located in Division IX.
Two stations are located in close proximity to the site, Station 135 at 1846 East Avenue K-4
(approximately 2 miles southwest of the project site) and Station 117 at 44851 30" Street East
(approximately 1.1 miles north of the site).

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact

Impact on police and/or fire protection services will be significant if the project will require
construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would
result in significant adverse physical effects, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response,
times, and other performance objectives.
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Public Services

Environmental Impact

Police Protection

Security at the Columbia Elementary School will be provided by the school personnel that will be
on campus during the entire school day. All after school activities and special events will be
supervised by teachers, coaches, and other personnel. The Sheriff's Department will also review the
campus plans to ensure that all required safety features are incorporated to the Department’s
satisfaction. As a result, the project will not require a new Sheriff’s station or expansion of the
existing station and facilities, the construction of which would result in a significant impact on the
physical environment. Impact will be less than significant.

Fire Protection

In compliance with the existing State Fire Marshall requirements, the project includes the provision
of the required water flows, fire hydrants, fire alarms, fire walls and dampers, and detector devices.
The project also includes the required fire truck access on campus and adequate turning radius for
fire equipment incorporated into the campus design in compliance with the Los Angeles County
Fire Department requirements. No new or physically altered fire protection facility whose
construction would result in significant impacts on the physical environment will be required as a
result of the proposed project. Impact will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Impact on police and fire protection services will be less than significant and no mitigation is
needed.
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3.8 Utilities and Service
Systems

Environmental Setting

Water

The Los Angeles County Water Works District No. 40 is the agency responsible for providing retail
water service to much of Lancaster. The agency relies on local groundwater as well as imported
State Water Project water to meet the needs of customers within its service area. Approximately
56% of the water distributed by District is State Water Project water purchased from The
Antelope Valley East Kern (AVEK) Water Agency, and the remaining 44% is local well water.

AVEK contracts directly for State Water Project water. Existing SWP facilities are capable of
delivering a total of 2.3 million acre feet per year to all customers, including the Antelope Valley
purveyors, during years of average rainfall, and up to 3 million acrefeet per year in a wet year. As a
result of drought conditions in the past, however, water allotment from the California Aqueduct has
sometimes been temporarily reduced. Whenever State Water Project water becomes limited,
Lancaster becomes more heavily reliant on local groundwater sources. Ensuring an adequate
supply of water, given projected growth rates and the potential for drought conditions, may require
the City of Lancaster to adopt and enforce water conservation measures.

The well water comes from the Antelope Valley groundwater basin, According to the County Water
Works District; the basin has a storage capacity of approximately 68 million acrefeet.
Approximately 13 million acrefeet have been utilized to date, and approximately 55 million acre-
feet remain in storage. Some of this stored water is not accessible because of uneconomical
pumping depths, distance between the groundwater basin and current users, and the potential for
subsidence. The groundwater basin has an estimated average annual natural recharge of
approximately 40,700 acre-feet to 76,000 acre-feet, mostly due to surface runoff from the highland
areas. Due to significant groundwater extractions, predominantly for agricultural use between 1915
and the early 1970s, the groundwater basin has been severely over drafted, resulting in
groundwater levels dropping 200 to 300 feet. However, with dramatic reduction in agricultural
demands, as well as increased use of lmported State Water Project water, the groundwater Ievels in
the Antelope Valley Basin have stabilized. »

Sewer

The project site is located within the jurisdicational boundaries of the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District No. 14. The wasterwater from the Columbia Elementary School site will
discharge to a local sewer line for conveyance to the District’'s Trunk “C” Sewer, located in
Avenue J-8 at 27" Street Fast. This 15-inch diameter trunk sewer has a design capacity of 1.48
million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 0.4 mgd when last measured in 2004.
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The wastewater from the area is treated at the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant. The Plant has a
design capacity of 16 mgd and currently processes an average flow of 13.3 mgd.

Drainage

Drainage is provided in the Lancaster region through local City of Lancaster facilities and area-wide
County facilities. Currently, the site is vacant land with no drainage facilities.

Solid Waste

Solid waste disposal is provided to most of Lancaster (including the project site) by a private
company, Waste Management of Lancaster, which operates the Lancaster Landfill at 600 East
Avenue F. The Lancaster Valley Landfill currently accepts 15,000 tons of solid waste per month,
and is expected to continue current operations until 2060 based on the population growth rate of
4% per year.

As part of the City of Lancaster’s Integrated Waste Management Plan, a curbside recycling program
was implemented for such items as aluminum cans, glass, and plastic bottles. To further reduce
solid waste generation, the City adopted a Source Reduction and Recycling Element in 1992. As a
result of these measures, approximately 20.5% of total solid waste was diverted from landfills via
recycling activities by 1995.

Threshold Used to Determine Level of Impact

Impact on public utility services will be significant if the project will exceed the utility’s capacity to
provide services and/or require construction of new facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant physical effects on the environment.

Environmental Impact

Water

As part of the Columbia Elementary School project, EUSD is pursuing annexation of the project
site to the Los Angeles County Water Works District No. 40 in order to provide retail water
service for the school. The District is pursuing this annexation with the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO).

Water will be used for day-to-day operations of the elementary school. Based on water use factor
of 95% of water becoming wastewater, the Columbia Elementary School will use up to 18,000
gallons of water per day. This use does not represent a substantial increase in the area’s water use
served by the County Waterworks District. The area is and continues to be developed with single
family homes, where 500 homes use approximately 150,000 gallons of water per day. In
comparison, the use of water by the school represents only about 12% of the water that is
typically used by a 500-unit residential development.
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On December 14, 2004, the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors approved an agreement
with the Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency (AVEK). Under the terms of the memorandum of
understanding (MOU) approved by the Supervisors, the County Waterworks District 40 is to
receive a steady supply of water from AVEK, which is the Antelope Valley’s primary purveyor of
water from the State Water Project. Pursuant to the MOU agreement the County will continue to
receive a pro-rata share of AVEK supply in dry years, and AVEK and the Waterworks District 40 will
develop a water-banking system within the Antelope Valley groundwater basin. The Waterworks
District 40 will be issuing will serve letters, and the Waterworks District and Department of Public
Works will work together with both the City of Lancaster and City of Palmdale on all city critical
path projects. To speed the process up, the County will have a designated staff specifically .
committed to handle projects in the Antelope Valley. : ' '

The school project includes construction of all required water infrastructure to serve the school,
and the EUSD will pay applicable hook-up fees to the County Waterworks District to connect to
the District’s facilities. In addition, in compliance with State mandated watér conservation
measures, all school facilities will be equipped with water saving devices, including ultra-low
toilets, urinals, and taps, water-conserving plumbing, and other required water conservation
measures will reduce water use onssite. If the City of Lancaster adopts and enforces additional
conservation measures, the District will implement such measures at the Columbia Elementa
School. }

no additional water resources or
entitlements will be needed to serve the school, and impact will be less than significant.

Sewer

The project includes construction of all required sewer infrastructure to serve the school with
underground sewer lines sized to adequately convey peak wastewater flows generated by the
school facilities. In addition, any off site improvements to local City sewer lines will be provided as
needed in compliance with the City of Lancaster requirements. According to the Sanitation
Districts, the project will generate a wastewater flow of approximately 17,000 gallons per day.
The wasterwater will discharge to a local sewer line for conveyance to the District’s Trunk “C”
Sewer, located in Avenue }-8 at 27™ Street Fast. This 15-inch diameter trunk sewer has a design
capacity of 1.48 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 0.4 mgd when last
-measured in 2004. Therefore, the trunk has adeqaute capacity to accommodate project’s flows.
The school’s wastewater will be treated at the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant. The Plant has a
design capacity of 16 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently processes an average flow of
13.3 mgd. The addition of the project's wastewater represents only 0.7%, or less than one
percent, of of the Plant’s remaining capacity. The EUSD will pay applicable connection fees to
the County Sanitation District which are designed to provide funding for construction of regional
facilities to ensure adequate capacity to serve the on-going development. Also, as part of the
Columbia Elementary School project, EUSD is pursuing annexation of the project site to the
County Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District. Impact will be less than significant.
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Utilities

Drainage

The school facilities will cover less than half of the 12.5-acre site area with buildings and parking,
which are impermeable surfaces. The remainder of the site will be used for play fields and
landscaping and remain permeable surfaces. Therefore, no substantial increase in runoff will result
that would require construction of major local or regional facilities. The project includes all
necessary on-site drainage improvements to convey runoff from the site via underground storm
drain pipes to the existing local facilities, in compliance with the City of Lancaster requirements.
Pursuant to the City requirements, the drainage infrastructure includes an easement
channel/retention basin along the west side of the project site and continuing to the north, and a
system of drain lines that collect surface flows and convey the flows into the channel. The project’s
drainage plans will be reviewed by the City to ensure that a sufficient capacity is provided. The
District will pay all required connection fees which are designed to provide for construction of area-
wide and regional facilities to adequately serve the on-going development. Therefore, impact will
be less than significant.

Solid Waste

The project will generate a limited amount of solid waste. During construction of the project, inert
materials, including vegetative matter, asphalt, concrete and other recyclable materials will be
recycled to the extent feasible. In school’s operations, the District will implement a campus-wide
recycling program to minimize the amount of solid waste generated by the school that will need
disposal. Using a factor of approximately 0.12 tons of waste per student per year, the school is
expected to generate approximately 102 tons of solid waste per year, or less than 40 tons per
month. This is represents less than 0.3% (three-tenths of one percent) of the current volume of
15,000 tons of solid waste per month that is disposed of at the Lancaster Valley Landfill. The landfill
is expected to continue current operations until 2060 based on the population growth rate of 4%
per year, providing ample capacity to accommodate the project. Impact will be less than
significant. :

Mitigation Measures

Impact will be less than si : atio d compliance with existin
requirements
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3.9 Hazardous Materials

A Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) was completed by Leighton Consulting, Inc.
for the project in February 2005, and the findings of the study are summarized below. The
complete PEA report is available under separate cover at EUSD offices.

Environmental Setting

The project site consists of approximately 12.5 acres of vacant land. The site is surrounded
by undeveloped, vacant land to the west, north, and south and by residential development
to the east and northwest. '

Threshold Used to Determine Level of Impact

Impact will be significant if the project will result in a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through transport, release or disposal of hazardous substances, or due to the
location within 2 mile of a site that emits or handles hazardous materials the exposure to
‘which will cause public health effects.

Environmental Impact

The project is an elementary school that does not involve the transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials. The on-site use and storage of hazardous materials is limited to small
amounts of everyday household cleaners, common chemicals used for landscaping and
maintenance, and common chemicals and substances used for science classes. The limited
use of these common hazardous materials is subject to EUSD guidelines.

The Environmental Site Assessment included a reconnaissance level assessment of the site.
No structures or hazardous waste was observed on the site and none of the properties
surrounding the site were identified that would pose a risk to the site. .According the South
Coast Air Quality Management District, there are no permitted facilities that emit hazardous
substances or acutely hazardous substances located within a ¥4 mile of the project site.
However, in the past the site was used for agricultural purposes and chicken coops were
located on the southern portion of the property. The coops were removed from the site by
1993. Therefore, the District has prepared a PEA pursuant to the California Education Code
that requires the completion of a PEA with the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) oversight for all new school sites that will receive state funding prior to proceeding
with the construction of the school.
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The overall objectives of the PEA are to:

* Evaluate historical information for indications of past use, storage, disposal, or
release of hazardous wastes/ substances at the site.

» Establish through a field sampling and analysis program the nature of the hazardous
wastes/substances that may be present in soil at the site, the concentration, and
general extent.

* Estimate the potential threat to public health and/or the environment posed by
hazardous constituents at the site, if any, using a residential land-use scenario.

A sampling and analysis program was conducted to evaluate the potential presence of
chemical constituents in the soil at the project site. The PEA concluded the following with
respect to the site:

* The results of the PEA indicate that there are no onsite subsurface issues of
environmental concern that would prevent the site’s development as a school.

* The levels of hazardous materials detected at the site do not pose a significant threat
to future students, staff, or community members who will utilize the school facility
when evaluated with very conservative exposure assumptions.

» The analytical results in the PEA indicate that there have been no past practices or
releases to the site that would result in an unacceptable health risk.

Based on the results of the PEA analyses, the Department of Toxic Substances Control
issued a “no further action” determination. Therefore, impact will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Impact will be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
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3.10 Land Use and
Planning

Environmental Setting

The Columbia Elementary School project is located at the intersection of East Avenue J-4 and 27
Street East, in a rapidly developing area of east Lancaster. The site comprises approximately 12.5
acres of vacant land. Undeveloped vacant land surrounds the site to the north, west, and south.
No residential uses adjoin the site. The closest residential uses are single family homes to the east
of the site, across 27® Street East. The only other existing residential uses in the vicinity are located
farther away to the northwest of the site, across Avenue J-4, but a new residential development is
being constructed nearby at the northeast corner of 27* Street East and Avenue J-4 and extending
to 30" Street East and Avenue J. The construction of that development is anticipated to be
completed by the end of summer 2005.

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impdct

Impact will be significant if the project will conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation, or divide an established community. -

Environmental Impact

The project site is surrounded by existing residential development, residential development under
construction and vacant land designated for urban residential development. The provision of an
elementary school facility at the project site will not divide any established community as the site is
located within a growth area and is surrounded by existing residential development to the east and
northwest, and future residential development to the north, west, and south, including residential
development that is currently under construction. The entire area where the site is located is
designated for urban residential uses. Schools serve residential areas and they are typically located
in residential neighborhoods. To provide for the necessary elementary school facility to serve
residents of the existing and future residential development within the project area, the District
(EUSD) plans to exempt itself from local zoning regulations as provided for in State law.

With expansive residential development occurring in the Valley over the last several years, the
residential population has been growing at a rapid pace. As a result, schools and other essential
facilities serving residents of the existing and new homes must be provided to keep up with the
residential growth. The City of Lancaster is a large population center in the Valley, with a major
freeway, paved street, sewer, and other urban amenities. The project area, like other areas all
across the Valley, has also been .changing from a semi-rural to suburban community. Schools are
essential public facilities serving residents of both more urbanized areas and less urbanized areas,
and thus are located within residential areas of all types. The proposed elementary school is such
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an essential public facility to serve the children of current and future residents of neighborhoods in
the project area and a rapidly growing east Lancaster area. The project will provide numerous on-
site and offsite improvements. These include construction of infrastructure improvements to serve
the school, including fire hydrants, potable water, drainage, sewer, and roadway improvements
including the construction of the segment of Avenue J-4 between 26™ Street East and 27" Street
East adjacent to the project site. As a result, the project will not result in a significant impact with
regards to land use and planning. The District will also implement all feasible mitigation measures
identified in the environmental analysis to reduce the identified significant impacts with regards to
traffic, construction, and other effects.

Mitigation Measures

No significant land use and planning impact will result, and no additional mitigation, beyond
compliance with existing regulations and implementation of the feasible mitigation measures
identified in this EIR, is required.
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3.11 Construction Effects

This section examines shortterm effects associated with construction of the Columbia Elementary
School Project. Construction impact is considered short-term as it will cease upon completion of
construction activities. . : :

Environmental Setting |

The project site is located at the intersection of East Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East and comprises
approximately 12.5 acres of vacant land. Undeveloped vacant land surrounds the site to the north,
west, and south. No construction activity is presently taking place on the site or in the site’s vicinity.
No residential or other sensitive uses adjoin the site. The closest residential uses are single family
homes to the east of the site, across 27" Street Fast. The only other existing residential uses
currently in the vicinity are located farther away to the northwest of the site, across Avenue J-4, but
a new residential development is being constructed nearby at the northeast corner of 27" Street
East and Avenue J-4 and extending to 30™ Street East and Avenue J. The construction of that
development is anticipated to be completed by the end of summer 2005.

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact

Impact is considered significant if projectrelated construction activities will substantially disrupt or
interfere with day-to-day operation of surrounding land uses, substantially affect sensitive uses, or
create public health or safety hazards.

Environmental Impact

Water Quality

During grading, site preparation, and other construction activities at the project site, the site will
watered to control dust in compliance with existing regulations - which has the potential of affecting
water quality by creating runoff containing pollutants. To control the pollutants in storm water
runoff, regulations have been enacted under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits. ' For construction sites over one acre in size, current regulation requires the design
and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which focuses on the use
of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent pollutants from entering storm water runoff. In
compliance with these existing regulations, the District will implement SWPPP that may include the
following BMPs to help reduce construction impacts on water quality:

* Schedule excavation and grading work for dry weather
* Use as little water as possible for dust control
* Never hose down dirty pavement of impermeable surfaces where fluids have spilled
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Construction Effects

»  Utilize re-vegetation, if feasible, for erosion control after clearing, grading , or excavating

»  Avoid excavation and grading activities during wet weather '

» Construct diversion dikes to channel runoff around the site, and line channels with grass or
roughened pavement to reduce velocity of runoff

» Cover stockpiles and excavated soil with raps or plastic sheeting

» Remove existing vegetation only when absolutely necessary

» Consider planting temporary vegetation for erosion control where construction is not
immediately planned

* Plant permanent vegetation as soon as possible

With implementation of these BMPs impact will be less than significant.

Air Quality

Construction activities typically have the potential to result in generation of substantial PM10 (fine
particulate matter) and NOx (oxides of nitrogen) emissions from diesel-powered heavy equipment,
grading and other dust-generating activities. The most intensive part of the construction activity will
involve site preparation and grading. The project site is flat and does require extensive excavations.
Grading will begin in 2005 and the entire site and offsite improvement areas will be rough graded at
one time. During the finishing phase of construction, the school buildings will be painted with low
VOC (volatile organic compounds) coatings that meet the requirements of the Antelope Valley Air
Quality Management District Rule 1113, in compliance the existing regulations.

Construction emissions, including grading, were analyzed with the current version of the California
Air Resources Board model, URBEMIS2002. The model uses current CARB emission factors for
automobile and truck emissions and EPA emission factors for equipment emissions and fugitive dust
emissions. URBEMIS estimates worker trips and truck trips based on average construction
requirements for total land uses in the project. To account for a worst-case possibility, the highest
number of equipment pieces on any given day is used and all equipment pieces are assumed to
operate full 8 hours a day, even though in practice, not all this equipment will be in use
simultaneously for 8 hours during any single construction day. The estimated peak day emissions
are shown in Table 12. The worksheets and calculations are included in Appendix C.
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Construction Effects

Table 12
Project Peak Day Construction Emissions
(pounds per day)

Pollutant Carbon Reactive Oxides of Particulate
Monoxide Organic Nitrogen Matter
(CO) Compounds (NOx) (PM;0)
(ROG)
Maximum Daily 209 29 233 27
Construction Emissions :
SCAQMD Daily
Significance Threshold' 250 75 100 150
Significant Impact? No No Yes "~ No

As shown, peak construction emissions are below the SCAQMD thresholds -for CO, ROG, and
PM10. However, the peak day emissions of oxides of nitrogen will be above the significance
threshold amount and thus, this impact is considered significant.

Toxic Emissions

The California Air Resources Board has identified diesel particulate emissions as carcinogenic air
toxics. No safe threshold for the emissions has been established. Since there are nearby residences.
to the school site, sensitive receptors could be exposed to some diesel particulates from
construction equipment. However, the amount of diesel emissions will usually be very small. Risk
for any individual project is generally assumed on the basis. of cumulative exposure from multiple
sources in the area, such as from freeways, ports, bus depots, and similar large operations where
there are large numbers of diesel trucks. Because the Columbia Elementary School is not located in
proximity to other large sources of diesel emissions and cumulative exposure is low, diesel exposure
from construction of the school will not be a significant adverse impact. Nonetheless, because
there are existing residences nearby, some sensitive receptors could be exposed to some diesel
particulates from construction equipment and thus, mitigation measures will be required to reduce
diesel emissions. In addition, even though the emissions of particulate matter (PM10) from dust will
be below the threshold for a significant impact, the District will implement mitigation measures to
protect the nearby residential uses. The Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) was prepared
for the project to evaluate the potential for release of hazardous substances in the soils. The PEA
analyses indicate that grading and construction will not pose any health hazards associated with
soils on the site. _ ‘ ‘

Noise

Construction activities will result in a temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of
the project site. During the construction period, noise from heavy equipment, power and air tools,
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compressors, trucks, backing bells or buzzers, and the banging and other noises from loading and
unloading will occur with varying frequency and intensity. At a distance of 50 feet from the noise
source, construction equipment noise levels (principally from engine exhaust and engine noise)
range from 75 to 95 dB(A) for tractors, up to 95 dB(A) for construction trucks, up to 88 dB(A) for
concrete mixers, and up to 87 dB(A) for compressors. These temporary noise levels will not be
continuous but will vary as equipment is used for varying lengths of time throughout the:
construction period. During grading and other construction, peak noise levels at 50 feet would
range from 75 to 90 dB(A), with occasional higher peaks.

Noise levels fall substantially with increasing distance from the noise source, both as a result of
spherical spreading of sound energy and absorption of sound energy by the air. Spherical spreading
of sound waves reduces the noise of a point source by 6 decibels for each doubling of distance
from the noise source. Absorption by the atmosphere typically accounts for a loss of 1 decibel for
every 1,000 feet. Thus, high levels of construction noise usually are limited to the immediate
vicinity of construction activities.

The City of Lancaster Municipal Code noise regulations (Section 8.24.040) limit construction
activities to between sunrise and 8:00 PM on all weekdays and prohibit Sunday construction noise.
The City General Plan EIR (1997) found construction noise to be a shortterm occurrence,
prohibited at night and on Sunday, and thus an adverse but less than significant impact. However,
because residential uses are located near the site, noise from construction, albeit intermittent and
short-term, is considered to be a significant impact. Mitigation measures have been identified to
reduce this impact. . '

Solid Waste

The project site is undeveloped land and no demolition of structures, which creates demolition
debris, will occur. Construction of the school facilities and associated infrastructure improvements
may generate construction materials waste. Even though the proposed school is a relatively small
project that does not involve massive construction activities that could generate significant amounts
of solid waste, mitigation has been identified to reduce this impact.

Mitigation Measures

Water Quality

Compliance with existing regulations and requirements will ensure that impact will be less than
significant: no additional mitigation is required. '
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Air Quality

The following conditions shall be imposed on the construction contractor:

-—

Exposed surfaces are watered three times a day

2. Soils stabilizers are applied to disturbed inactive areas

3. Ground cover is replaced quickly in inactive areas

4. All stockpiles are covered with tarps or plastic sheeting

5. All unpaved haul roads are watered 3 times daily

.6. Speed on unpaved roads is reduced to below 15 miles per hour

7. Trucks carrying contents subject to airborne dispersal are covered

8. Grading and other high-dust activities cease during hlgh wind conditions (wind speeds
exceeding a sustained rate of 25 miles an hour)

9. Diesel particulate filters are installed on diesel eduipment and trucks

10. To reduce emissions from idling, the contractor shall ensure that all equipment and vehicles
not in use for more than 5 minutes are turned off

Noise

In addition to compliance with the City of Lancaster regulations that limit noise-generating
construction activities to weekdays and Saturdays between sunrise and 8 PM and prohibit
construction on Sundays, the District will implement the following mitigation measures -through
conditions imposed on the construction contractor.

11.

12.

13.

The contractor shall ensure that each piece of operating equipment is in good working
condition and that noise suppression features, such as engine mufflers and enclosures are
working and fitted properly. ‘

The contractor shall locate noisy construction equipment as far as possible from residential
areas.

The contractor shall route construction-related traffic away from residential areas, to the
extent possible.
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Solid Waste

14. Construction inert materials, including vegetative matter, asphalt, concrete, and other
recyclable materials will be recycled to the extent feasible.

Level of Impact After Mitigation

Impact on water quality and solid waste facilities will remain less than significant. Implementation of
the identified measures will reduce construction impact on solid waste facilities to a less than
significant level. However, even with incorporation of identified feasible mitigation measures, peak
emissions of NOx could remain above the threshold of significance amount and, thus, this impact is
considered significant. The impact of noise from construction activity on the nearby residences,
albeit reduced and intermittent, will remain significant and unavoidable.
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4.0 Alternatives to the Project

The following discussion considers alternative 'developmént scenarios for Columbia Elementary
School. Through comparison of these alternatives to the project, the relative advantages of each -
can be weighed and analyzed.

The CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to the
project (Section 15126.6a), or an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and
whose implementation is remote and speculative (Section 15126.6f3). The law requires that a range
of alternatives be addressed “governed by ‘a rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice”, and the discussion of alternatives must
focus on alternatives that are potentially feasible and capable of achieving major project objectives
while avoiding or substantially lessening any significant environmental effects of the project (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126.6f). ‘

The District’s major objectives for Columbia Elementary School include:

= Serve the east Lancaster area by providing needed facilities to adequately accommodate the
educational needs of area residents.

= Provide an elementary school facility that includes all needed permanent academic,
recreational, administrative, and parking facilities to comprehensively serve the students
" needs.

* Provide for school development in a time-efficient manner

The analysis in this EIR indicates that the project will result in significant and unavoidable shortterm
project specific and cumulative construction noise and air quality impacts, and a longterm
cumulative air quality impact. All other project impacts evaluated in this EIR were found to be less
than significant or can be mitigated to a less than significant level with mitigation measures
identified in this EIR. '

The terms “environmentally superior” and “environmentally inferior” used in the discussion of
alternatives refers only to the comparative environmental effects of the project and alternatives.
Environmental effects after full implementation of mitigation measures are uses as a basis fo
comparison. '

The following alternatives are considered in this EIR:
* No Project alternative required by CEQA

*  Smaller project
s Alternate location alternative
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Alternatives to Project

Alternative 1: No Project Alternative

The No Project alternative, required by law to be evaluated in the EIR, considers ”existing
conditions... as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the
project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services” [CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e)(2)].

Potential Development: In the absence of the project, the vacant project site would be developed
in accordance with the City of Lancaster land use plans. The site is currently designated for urban
residential uses at a density of approximately 6 units per acre (R1-7,000). Development with
residential uses would result in approximately 75 single family homes on the project site.

Environmental Effects: The construction of 75 houses would require grading, site preparation,
construction of structures, construction of roadway and other infrastructure improvements over the
entire site, same as with the project. Therefore, as with the project, construction-related air quality
and noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable. The addition of exhaust emissions
generated by vehicular trips of that residential development to the Mojave Desert Air Basin, even
though of a lesser magnitude than that of the project, would result in a significant and unavoidable
cumulative impact, same as with the project. As with the project, the commencement of
construction activities would need to occur outside the breeding season to protect migratory and
native birds. Therefore, this alternative would neither avoid, nor reduce the project’s significant
unavoidable impacts to a level below significance.

Relation to Project Objectives: This alternative does not meet any of the project’'s primary
objectives and, therefore, is not considered to be a feasible alternative to the project.

Alternative 2: Smaller Project

This alternative considers developing the project site with a comprehensive elementary school that
would accommodate fewer students than currently proposed.

Development Potential: Under this alternative, the site would be developed with an elementary
school that accommodates approximately 500 students. This represents a 42% reduction in the
student enrollment level in comparison with the project.

Environmental Effects: Similar to the project, construction of the school facilities under this
alternative would involve site preparation, grading, and construction of buildings and infrastructure
improvements over the entire site. With fewer students, fewer classroom buildings would be
needed, but all other facilities comprising a comprehensive school, including play fields, would be
constructed on the site pursuant to this alternative as well. As with the project, the construction
activities would generate air pollutant emissions and noise, resulting in significant and unavoidable
project specific and cumulative construction-related air quality and noise impacts. As with the
project, the commencement of construction activities would need to occur outside the breeding
season to protect migratory and native birds.

Environmental effects associated with the level of student enrollment, such as a school-related traffic
~ and the resultant exhaust emissions and noise associated with vehicular travel, would be reduced by
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approximately 42%, in proportion to the reduction in enrollment. However, the same roadway
improvements required of the project would also be required for this alternative to ensure an
acceptable level of service at the intersections serving the site, including the intersections of 27
Street East and Avenue J-4 and 26" Street East and Avenue }-4. With these improvements, traffic
impact under this alternative would be reduced to a less than significant level, like that of the
project. Vehicular noise and exhaust emissions generated at the site would be approximately 42%
less under this alternative, resulting in impacts that like with the project, are less than significant but
of a smaller magnitude. However, since vehicular trips associated with a 500 student enrollment
level would add pollutants to the air basin, a cumulative air quality impact would remain significant
and unavoidable, albeit of lesser magnitude, under this alternative as well.

In comparison with the project, this alternative would result in additional significant environmental
impacts. To help accommodate the rapidly growing population generated by an expansive and
fastpaced residential development in east Lancaster and the surrounding areas, a new
comprehensive elementary school with a capacity to accommodate 850 is necessary. Pursuant to
this alternative, a school with a capacity to accommodate 500 students would be developed at the
project site. As a result, one more school with a capacity to accommodate 350 students would
have to be developed somewhere else at another location in east Lancaster. Construction and
operation of another school when considered together with the construction and operation of a
smaller school at the project site, would result in greater significant unavoidable effects with regards
to air quality, noise, traffic, and lighting and glare. Depending on the specific location for another
school, additional significant effects associated with biological resources and other environmental
factors could also resuilt. »

Since this alternative would ultimately result in overall greater environmental effects due to the
development of two schools instead of one, and none of the significant project effects would be
reduced to a less than significant level within the locality -of the project site, this alternative is
considered environmentally inferior to the project. :

Relation to Project Objectives: The alternative would only partially achieve the major project
objectives to provide a needed elementary school facility to help accommodate the District’s
rapidly growing student population; provide a elementary school facility that includes all needed
permanent academic, recreation, administrative, support, and parking facilites onsite to
comprehensively serve the students needs; provide a comprehensive elementary school within a
the east Lancaster growth area; and provide for school development in a time-efficient manner.

Alternative 3: Alternate Location Alternative

Development Potential: This alternative considers developing a new comprehensive elementary
school as proposed at another location in Lancaster. The District does not own another site suitable
for development with a comprehensive elementary school campus in the east Lancaster area.
Vacant sites within growth areas are scarce as most of the land is already slated for residential
development, with a multitude of new subdivisions coming into construction or planned for
construction in the near future. As a result, a site at the far outskirts of the city, in a rural area and
away from the residential growth areas, would most likely constitute an alternate location pursuant
to this alternative.
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Environmental Effects: Under this alternative all of the project’s environmental effects would
basically relocate to another location. Construction emissions and noise, traffic and traffic noise,
lighting effects and other effects associated with the construction and operation of a comprehensive
school for 850 students would be the same at another location as at the project site. If the alternate
location were to be within another growth area of the city, the alternate site - like the project site -
would also be surrounded by the existing and/or future residential development and single-family
neighborhoods.  If the alternate location were to be within a rural, undeveloped area at the
outskirts of the city, environmental effects would increase substantially. More students would live
far away and need busing that would generate more diesel emissions; longer vehicular trips would
generate more exhaust emissions; more and larger roadways and infrastructure improvements
would need to be constructed due to lack of facilities in the area generating additional construction
emissions and noise. Since most of the land in more remote city areas contains native vegetation
and habitats, this alternative would most likely result in new significant impacts on biological
resources.  Therefore, depending on a specific location, this alternative would be either
environmentally comparable or environmentally inferior to the project.

Relation to Project Objectives: Major project objectives of providing a needed comprehensive
elementary school facility within in east Lancaster growth area, and provide for school development
in a time-efficient manner would not be achieved under this alternative. The FUSD has searched for
suitable, available, and feasible location for an elementary school in the east Lancaster growth area,
and as a result of that search, the District has identified the project site as most suitable for the
purpose of developing a comprehensive elementary school to serve the chlldren of the area’s
current and future residents.
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5.0 Cumulative and
Long-Term Effects

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355) define a cumulative impact as “an impact which is created as
a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing
_related impacts.” The Guidelines further state that “an EIR should not discuss impacts which do not
result in part from the evaluated project.”

Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts of a project
“when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” Cumulatively considerable, as
defined -in Section 15065(c), “means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past pro;ects the effects of other -
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”

An adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts requires either (1) “a list of past, present,
and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those
projects outside the control of the agency: or (2) “a summary of projections contained in an
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions
contributing to the cumulative impact.” This cumulative impact analysis evaluates impacts based on
a list of past, present, and probable foreseeable projects (see Appendix B, Traffic Study Table 3).
The CEQA Guidelines recognize that cumulative impacts may require mitigation, such as new
citywide ordinances, that go beyond project-by-project measures.

Traffic and Circulation

Cumulative traffic, circulation, and parking impacts are discussed in Section 3.1 of this EIR. The
traffic study prepared for the Columbia Elementary School indicates that the project contribution to_
cumulative traffic impact will be reduced to a level below significance with mitigation measures
consisting of roadway improvements identified in this EIR.

Air Quality

Although the project only accommodates growth in the City of Lancaster that will occur whether or
not the Columbia Elementary School is built, the school and the new growth it accommodates will
cumulatively add VOC and NOx emissions, which are ozone precursors, to an air basin that
exceeds state and national ozone standards. Therefore, the project operational emissions, when
added to the emissions from new growth, could cumulatively contribute to a delay in attaining state
and national ozone standards in the air basin. The project’s construction emissions, when added to
the emissions generated by the rapid development within the.east Lancaster area will also result in a
significant, albeit temporary, addition of air pollutants to the Mojave Desert Air Basin. Therefore,
this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects

The mitigation measures identified in this EIR to lessen the project’s air quality impacts will also
reduce cumulative impact. Related projects will be required to mitigate impact of pollutant
emissions on a projectby-project basis in compliance with standard environmental review
requirements. These standard requirements, in conjunction with regional efforts to improve air
quality, will work to reduce emissions to the extent possible. However, no feasible mitigations exist
to reduce cumulative fong-term emissions of the project combined with other development within
the region below AVAQMD daily thresholds. Therefore, residual cumulative impact will be
significant and unavoidable.

Noise

The project construction will generate noise from construction equipment and activities. Currently,
a new residential development is being constructed nearby at the northeast corner of 27" Street
East and Avenue J-4 and extending to 30" Street Fast and Avenue J. The construction of that
development is anticipated to be completed by the end of summer 2005. Each individual
development project in Lancaster is required to comply with the City noise regulations and
implement mitigation measures to reduce noise impact. The City of Lancaster Municipal Code
noise regulations (Section 8.24.040) limit construction activities to between sunrise and 8:00 PM on
all weekdays and prohibit Sunday construction noise. The City General Plan EIR (1997) found
construction noise to be a shortterm occurrence, prohibited at night and on Sunday, and thus an
adverse but less than significant impact. Nonetheless, since some phases of construction of the
Columbia Elementary School could overlap with construction of that nearby residential
development, the combined construction noise impact, albeit shortterm and-intermittent, is
considered cumulatively significant. The project’s cumulative long-term noise impact from school
‘operations is discussed in Section 3.3, Noise, of this EIR. The analysis indicates that the project’s
contribution to long-term cumulative noise levels where noise-sensitive receptors are located will
result in a less than significant impact.

Biological Resources

The project’s cumulative impact on biological resources is discussed in Section 3.5, Biological
Resources, of this EIR. The biological impact assessment prepared for the project indicates that the
project will not result in a significant cumulative impact on biological resources since the
development the project site will not adversely impact established natural, native wildlife habitat
resource values, unique vegetation formations or communities. There will be no loss of native
plants. The only native wildlife species possibly residing on the site during the breeding season is the
desert horned lark, and direct impacts will be prevented by avoiding clearing and construction
activities during the breeding season between March 15 and August 1. No agency-listed sensitive
plant or animal species are known or expected to occur on the site in a resource dependent,
resident, or seasonal breeding basis, and the site overall does not lie within any identifiable wildlife
migration, movement or habitat linkage zone.
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects

Public Services and Utilities

The project will not result in a need to for new or altered public facilities or utilities (see discussion
in Sections 3.7 and 3.8 of this EIR). Thus, the project will not contribute signficantly to potential
adverse effects from construction of such facilities. The project includes construction of all utility
and roadway improvements necessary to serve the project. Impacts related to construction of
those improvements were evalauted throught the EIR as part of the project and were found to result
in significant cumulative air quality and noise impacts. No other major construction of utility
improvements will be required as a resutl of the project, and the project will not contribute to
potential adverse effects from construction of such improvements or facilties.

Water Quality

The project’s construction will proceed in compliance with all appllcable regulations enacted to
protect water quality. As discussed in Section 3.4 of this EIR, the project includes full compliance
with NPDES requirements for construction and operations as appropriate, including implementing a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and using Best Management techniques (BMPs)..
Each project within the City of Lancaster and County of Los Angeles jurisdiction, including the future
development on the vacant land surrounding the project site, must fully comply with the NPDES
and other water quality regulations as well. This mandatory compliance ensures that potential
impacts will be substantially reduced on a project-by-project. Therefore, the project will not
significantly contribute to cumulative effects on water quality.

Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 3.6 of this EIR, the project will not affect any cultural resources since no
- such resources are known to exist on the project site or in close vicinity. Thus, the project will not
contribute to a cumulative effect on.such resources.

Growth-Inducing Impacts

The CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of “... ways in which the proposed project could foster
economic or population growth ... in the surrounding environment,” including the project’s potential
to remove obstacles to population growth. The project is a public elementary school facility
necessary to serve the existing and projected resident student population within the EUSD. The
residential development in Lancaster will occur whether or not the proposed Columbia Elementary
School is built.  As such, the project will serve the population growth resulting from land use
decisions made by the City of Lancaster and by itself will not induce substantial population growth.
lmpact will be less than significant.
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects

Significant Irreversible Effects

Development of the proposed project would commit nonrenewable resources during construction
and operation. During construction, the use of building materials (e.g., aggregate, sand, cement,
steel, glass, etc.) and energy resources (e.g., gasoline, diesel fuel, electricity) largely would be
irreversible and irretrievable. Energy would be consumed in processing building materials and for
transporting these materials and construction workers.

Facilities developed for Columbia Elementary School can be expected to have a life span of
approximately 50 to 70 years. Resources consumed during buildout (such as fuel, building .
materials, water, etc.) will be in quantities proportional to similar development in southern
California. Title 24 (Part 6 of the California Building Standards Code) energy standards are
mandatory and will be applied to the Columbia Elementary School construction and operation.
Students and staff will consume motor fuel and water; however, these activities are part of normal
operations and are not considered a wasteful use of resources. The nonrenewable resources
consumed for this project are comparable to the use of resources at other school facilities in the
region. Neither short-term nor long-term significant impact on non-renewable resources will result
from the project. The project is an essential public school facility needed to serve the rapidly
growing residential population in Lancaster and the surrounding areas.

Development of the project could commit future generations to continuing public school uses of
the project site. As a result, future generations will experience the project’s environmental
consequences (discussed throughout this EIR) as well as its benefits.

.\
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7.0 Responses to Comments
on Draft EIR

The Draft EIR for Columbia Elementary School was made available for public review and
comment pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15073, for a period of 45 days,
beginning on March 7, 2005 and ending on April 19, 2005. The District also held a public
hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR on April 12, 2005 at 5:30 p.m. at the District’s
office located at 45006 North 30" Street East. No oral nor written comments were received
at the meeting.

Written comments received during the 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR are
presented in chronological order by the date of correspondence. Each comment letter is
designated a number, and individual comments within each letter are also numbered.
Appropriate revisions to the Draft EIR in response to comments and information received
are identified by gHGIE the revised text, as illustrated in this sentence.

Written comments were received from the following persons:

1. Dennis Hunter, Assistant Division Engineer, Land Development Division, Couhty of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works. April 6, 2005.

- 2. Laurie Lile, Director of Planning, City of Palmdale. April 8, 2005.
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~ Responses to Written Comments Received

1. Dennis Hunter, Assistant Division Engineer, Land Development Division. County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works.  April 6, 2005.

Response 1-1

The District anticipates to initiate an official request for annexation to the Los Angeles
County Waterworks District No. 40 following the approval actions on the Columbia
Elementary School project.

Response 1-2

The following information has been included in the Final EIR: “In compliance with the
existing requirements, the District will pay existing water supply charges, and a new water
supply reliability charge pursuant to the adopted County ordinance establishing the
charge.” This information provides a clarification that with the payment of these fees as
part of the mandatory compliance with existing regulations, impact will be less than
significant as identified in the EIR.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
Telephone:l (626) 458-5100
www.ladpw.org : ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE
rererToFiLe: . LD-0

Comment Lottor #I

April 6, 2005

Dr. Michael Wagenleitner
Interim Superintendent

.. Eastside Wnion School District
45006 North 30th Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535

Dear Dr. Wagenleitner:

RESPONSE TO DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
CITY OF LANCASTER

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Columbia Elementary School. We offer the following comments
for your consideration:

- Water ' | ' - CammmlL

On page 44, the DEIR states that the Eastside Union School District is pursuing
annexation of the project site to Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, which
is managed and operated by Public Works. To date, we have only received a request
for rnformatlon regardmg annexatron An offrcral request for annexatlon has not beeri.
initiated. : :

|-

The additional water demand generated by this project will significantly impact the water
availability in the area. The proposed mitigation measures included in the DEIR are not
considered adequate to address the water shortages. The project will be required to [~ 2~
mitigate the impacts on the water supplies through financial participation in projects
designed to strengthen the District's water supplies. This may include the payment of
existing water supply charges and a new water supply rehablllty charge




Dr. Michael Wagenleitner
April 6, 2005
Page 2

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact
Mr. Juan Sarda at (626) 458-7151.

Very'truly yours,

DONALD L. WOLFE
Acting Director of Public Works

<

DENNIS HUNTER
Assistant Division Engineer
Land Development Division

JMS:jmw

P:\Idpub\CEQAWUAN\Columbla Elementary School b.doc



2. Laurie Lile, Director of Planning, City of Palmdale. April 8, 2005.
Response 2-1 M

As suggested by the commentor, the proposed school needs to provide an adequate drop
off/pick-up area. To address this need, the school’s site design provides for a parent drop
off/pick-up area within the campus site rather than along the school frontage. The design
provides for a drop-off/pick-up area for parents via one-way loop road from East Avenue J-4,
and for a separate bus drop off/pick-up area is provided within the site from 27" Street East
(as illustrated in Figure 2). This will enhance safety and avoid the potential for conflict
between the pedestrian students crossing the street and drop off/pick up vehicles and
buses. It will also enhance the efficiency of movement though the site for drop off/ pick up
vehicles. '
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JAMES C. LEDFORD, JR. }
Mayor

JAMES A. “JiM" ROOT
Mayor Pro Tem :

MiKE DiSPENZA :
Councilmember :

STeVEN D. HOFBAUER i
Councilmember :

RICHARD J. LOA
Councilmember

38300 Sierra Highway
Palmdale, CA 93550-4798
Tel: 661/267-5100

Fax: 661/267-5122

TDD: 661/267-5167

PALMDALE

a place to call home

April 8, 2005

L omment Z&/ﬁé@/" HZ

Ms. Irena Finkelstein

HDR Engineering, Inc.

251 South Lake Avenue, Ste. 1000
Pasadena, CA 91101

RE: Draft Environmental Report for Columbia Elementary School

Dear Ms. Finkelstein: C.ommert]
Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact
Report for Columbia Elementary School (State Clearinghouse No.
2004081081). The City has reviewed the document and notes that an
additional twelve feet of right-of-way along the school frontage to provide
drop off/pick-up zones to help reduce the traffic impacts in this area may
be useful. No other comments or suggestions have been generated by
the review.

2z -

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the document. [If we can be
of further assistance, please contact Amy Brislen or me at 661/267-5200.

Sincerely,

aurie Lile
Director of Planning

Auxiliary aids provided for :
communication accessibility &

upon 72 hours’ notice and request.

www.cityofpalmdale.org
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¢ EQAnet - Columbia Elementary School Page L ot 2

California Home : ' , o . Thursday

OPR Home > CEQAnet Home > CEQAnet Query > Search Resuits > Document Description

Columbia Elementa‘fy Scﬁool

SCH Number: 2004081081
Type: NOP
Project Description

The Eastside Union School District proposes to construct and operate a new elementary school in Lancaster, at East Avenue J-4 and
The school will accommodate approximately 850 students. -

Project Lead Agency

Eastside Union School District

Contact Information

Primary Contact:

Michael Wagenleitner
Eastside Union School District
661-952-1200

45006 North 30th Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535

Project Location

County: Los Angeles

City: Lancaster

Region:

Cross Streets: East Avenue J-4'and 27th Street East
Parcel No: various

Township:

Range:

Section:

Base:

Other Location Info:

Proximity To

Highways:

Airports:

Railways: Metrolink

Waterways:

Schools: various

Land Use: Vacant site / Public Schoot

Development Type

Educational

Local Action
Site Plan, Other Action

Project Issues



CEQAnet - Columbia Elementary School : Page 2 of 2

Aesthetic/Visual, Agricultural Land, Air Quality, Archaeologic-Historic, Cumulative Effects, Drainage/Absorption, Flood Plain/Flooding,
Hazard, Geologic/Seismic, Growth Inducing, Landuse, Minerals, Noise, Population/Housing Balance, Public Services, Recreation/Par
, SchoolslUmversntles ‘Sewer Capacity, Soil Eroswn/Compactlon/Gradlng, Solid Waste, ToxnclHazardous Traff c/CircuIatlon Vegetatio
Water Supply; Wetland/Rupanan W1dl|fe ' ' _ -

Reviewing Agencies (Agencies in Bold Type submitted comment letters to the étate Clearinghouse)

Resources Agency; Regional Water Qualify Conitrol Bd., Region'6 (Victorville); Department of Parks and Recreation; Native American
‘Commission; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; California
Caltrans, District 7; Department of Toxic Substances Control

Date Received: 8/12/2004 Start of Review: 8/12/2004 End of Review: 9/10/2004

CEQAnet HOME ' NEW SEARCH




PROOF OF PUBLICATION

(2015.5 C.C.P)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
5s
County of Los Angeles

Notice Type: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL IN
LANCASTER

l am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County '

aforcsuid; 1 am over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or
interested in the above entitled matter. | am the principal clerk of the
printer of the Antelope Valley Press, a newspaper of general
circulation, printed and published duily in the city of Palmdale,
County of Los Angeles, and which newspaper has been adjudged a
newspaper of general circulation by the Superior Court of the County
of Los Angeles, State of California, under date of October 24, 1931,
Case Number 328601; Modificd Case Number 657770 April 11, 1956;
also operating as the Ledger-Gazetie, adjudlcated a legal newspaper
June 15, 1927, by Superior Court decree No. 224545; also operating
as the Desert Mailer News, formerly known as the South Antelope
Valley Foothill News, adjudicated a4 newspuper of general circulation
by the Supcrior Court of the County of Los Angeles, State of
Californiu on June 15, 1967, Case Number NOC564 and adjudicated 3
newspaper of ‘general circulation for the City of Lancaster, Statc of
California on January 26, 1990; that the notice, of which the annexed
is 2 printed copy (sct in type not smaller ‘than nonpareil), has been
published in each regular and cntire issue of said newspaper and not in
any supplement thereof on the following dates, to-wit;

August 13, 2004

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that the fore-going i lS
true and correct,

Signature

Dated: August 13, 2004
Executed at Palmdale, California

ANTELOPE VALLEY PRESS
37404 SIERRA HWY ., PALMDALE CA 93550
Telephone (661)267-4112/Fax (661)947-4870

The space above for filing stamp only
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Initial Study |

Columbia Elementary School

Eastside Union School Dis"fricf

August 2004

Lead Agency
Eastside Union School District
45006 North 30" Street East

Lancaster, CA 93535 . . -

(661) 952-1200

Consultant to Lead Agency:
- HDR Engineering, Inc. -

251 South Lake Avenue, Suite 1000
: Pasadena, CA 91101
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Environmental Checklist Form

1.  Project Title: . Columbia Elementary School

.2.  Lead Agency Name and Address: Eastside Union School District
: 45006 North 30" Street East
Lancaster, CA93535

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Dr. Michael Wagenleltner
' - Interim. Superintendent
Business Services
Eastside Union School Dlstnct
(661) 952-1200

4.  Project Location: - | _ * East Avenue J-4 and 27" Strest East,

’ ' - Lancaster, Los Angeles County

5.  Project 'Spo‘nsor's' Name and Addres_s: | ‘Same aa' Lead Agency

6. Génoral Plan Designation: | Non-Urban ReS|dentlaIlPubllc School |
7. _Zoning: | | L ‘ Seml Rural Residential/Open Space

-8 Déscr_iption_of Proje'g';_tk:’_j__' S

* The Eastside Union School District (EUSD) proposes to construct and operate a new
elementary school in Lancaster. EUSD currently operates three elementary schools and one
middle school serving nearly 3,000 students in grades K through 8, and a new elementary
-school is needed to accommodate the educational needs of the rapidly growing population in
the Lancaster area. The school will be located at the intersection of East Avenue J-4 and

. 27" Street East (see Flgure 1), and Wl" accommodate approxumately 850 students: '
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‘Project Location Map
Columbia Elementary School
Figure 1
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- Existing Conditions and Surrounding Uses:

The project site consists of approximately 12.5 acres of vacant land. Residential
neighborhoods and vacant land abound the site. -

Project Characteristics:

'Thls elementary school will serve students in the K through 4" grades. At buildout, the
~ school will accommodate approximately 850 students and 35 staff. The school will operate

on a typical schedule from 9:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. Figure 2 illustrates the project site plan.

Access and Parking'

Access to the school will be provided by 27" Street East and Avenue J-4. Al parklng for
staff and visitors will be provided on site.

ConstructiOn'

Site preparatlon gradlng, and construction necessary to begin operatlon of the school is
antncnpated to begin in August 2006.

9. _Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Sufroun‘ding land uses include resident‘iaIAneighborhoods and vacant land.

Eastside Union Schoo! District ) . Initial Study
‘ 3 : : ~ Columbia Elementcry School



Site Plan

Columbia Elementary School

Figure 2
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10. Other public agencies whose approvél is required:

Division of the State Architect - Approval of building plan, 'incIleing soils and
: foundation engineering

California Department of Toxic Certificate of No Further Action
Substances Control ‘ : ' }

California Departmént of Education Site and plan approval
State Allocation Board - - | | Funding approval
‘Ofﬁce of Public School Construction School project approval
Los Arigles County Waterworks District "~ "Approval of permits for water serviée
Los Angeles County Sanita'tion District : Approval of permits for sewer lservice
Los Angeles County Fire Departm'eht _ Fire safety review and approval
City of Lancaster ' . " Permits for off-site impr_ovemenfs
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
followmg pages. _

KK O EIEI_L__I

Aesthetics Agriculture Resources Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geclogy /Soils

Hazards & Hazardous

X RO

~ Hydrology./ Water Quality Lé_nd Use / Planning

®O O OX

Materials _

Mineral .Resources Noise Population / Housing
-Publ_ic _Servicc's . D Recreation Transportation/Traffic
Utilities-/ Service Systems & Mandatory Fin‘ding's of Signiﬁcance

Determination

On the basis of this in'itial evaluation:

[

Eastside Union School District

| find that the proposed pr0]ect COULD NOT have a signifi cant effect on the envuronment and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the.project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will

be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. .

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or "potentially
significant unless mitigated"” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed. :

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, mcludmg revisions or
mmgatlon measures that are imposed upon the proposed. project, nothing further is required.

7'21-&‘/

Doate
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially- Impact with Less Than
_ Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues: - Impact Incorporated Impact . Impact
I. AESTHETICS - Would the project:
a)Have a substantial adverse effect on a ] : O 1 X

scenlc vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic o

resources, including, but not limited to, = - [} -0 O X
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic ' ' T N

buildings within a State scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing ' - . —
visual character or quality of the site and ' D D IZ . D
its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial .
light or glare which would adversely o ' N . K an
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

a and b. The project site is surrounded by flat land and is not located adjacent to any hillsides or scenic

highways. The school will have permanent classrooms, associated facilities, and surface parking. All of

the buildings will be one- or two-stories. in height. Currently, the site is vacant and free from structures,
thus no historic buildings are present. No natural topographical features, rock outcroppings, washes,’
sand sheets, or other surface features are located on the site. No adv_erse impact will result.

c. The project site consists of undeveloped land. The site will be .developed with permanent school
facilities, and a playground. The scale and visual character one- to two-story school buildings will be
compatible with the scale and visual character of the existing residential developments nearby, as well
as with the future residential development on the currently vacant land in the school’s vicinity. That land -
is designated for single family residential development. Such future development will continue the
existing pattern of urban development with one- and two-story structures in the-area. The project will
have a beneficial effect of mtroducmg landscaping into the area where none currently exnsts Impact will
be less than significant.

. d. The site is currently vacant and does not include llghtmg The pro;ect will introduce general Ilghtlng

on the site during the early morning hours, evening hours, and during specual events at the school.
Security lighting will. be provided during the night. Lighting will be limited to conserve energy and
minimize off-site illumination. The exterior security lights will be focused onto the site and away from the
surrounding uses. Low-glare, cut-off, and shielded Ilghts will be used as appropnate impact will be
less than signifi cant ,

Eastside Union School District ' Initial Study
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Il. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In
‘determining whether impacts to agricuitural
resources are significant.environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by
the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmland. Would the
project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Uniq'ue
Farmiand, or Farmiand of Statewide.

Importance (Farmland), as shown on the

maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? © -

b) Conflict with existing zoning for-
- agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
“contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could resuit in conversion of
Farmiland, to non-agricultural use?

0
O

Ol

0 O ®

a throu_gh c. The site does not contain prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of :statewide
importance. No Williamson Act contracts exist for the site, and the site is not zoned for agricultural use.
No agricultural land adjoins the site. The proposed elementary school does not involve any other
- changes to the existing environment that could result in conversion of farmland to non- agncultural use.

No adverse impact will resuit.

Iil. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the
significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air =~

pollution control district may be relied upon to- .

make the following determinations. Would
the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the appllcable air
quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or |
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Eastside Union School District
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¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non- -
attainment-under an,applicable federal or X O ' 1. R
-state ambient air quality standard
(including releasmg emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
_ precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to - ] 1 X O
substantial pollutant concentrations? ' : , :

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a ] o Il B . ] X
substantial number of people? _ _ E . '

a. The new school will serve current and future residents of the area and will not result in additional
population growth beyond that anticipated in the City of Lancaster General Plan or in Southern California
Assaciation of Government (SCAG) projections. Since the regional Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) is based on SCAG's growth projections, the prOJect does not conflict with the AQMP No
adverse impact will result.

b and c. The project site is located within the Mojave Desert Air Basin. -Air quality in the Basin exceeds
State and federal ambient air quality standards for ozone and. fine particulate matter (PM10). The
project will resuit in vehicle trips and construction activities that will-contribute to air pollutant emissions
.Wlthln the Basin. These issues will be analyzed in the EIR.. :

d. The school will accommoda‘te approximately 850 students, resulting in a-relatively modest traffic
volume, particularly since a number of students are anticipated to travel by school bus, rather than a.
single car. - No access constraints that could result in heavily congested conditions and substantial
pollutant concentrations from idling vehicles .in the immediate vicinity of sensitive receptors, are
"anticipated at the present time. Nonetheless, this issue will be further addressed in the EIR based on
information provided in a traffic study that will be completed as part of the EIR analy3|s .

e. The project is a elementary school that typically does not create odors in its operatlons No adverse
7 lmpact will resuit. _

, IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would
the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified . : . o
as a candidate, sensitive, or special X W 0 ]
. status species in local or regional plans, .
policies, or regulations, or by the ’
California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

I
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b) Have a substantial adverse effect on

any riparian habitat or other sensitive

natural community identified in local or X
regional plans, policies, regulations, or

-by the California Department of Fish and

Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
" by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act ]
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrologlcal mterruptlon
or other means’?

_d) Interfere substantially with the

.movement of any native resident or _
migratory fish or wildlife species or with E_]
established native resident or migratory

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

€) Conflict with any local policies or’

ordinances protecting biological o ]
resources, such as a tree preservatlon

policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an : _
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, ]
Natural Community Conservation Plan, ' -
or other approved local, regional, or state

habitat conservation plan?

Ll

0

E] .

a0

X

" a and b. The project site is relatively small in size and is located in a rapidly developing area of
Lancaster. However, since vacant sites within the Antelope Valley have the potential to contain
vegetation supporting some sensitive plant and animal species, these issues will be analyzed in the EIR.

c. No wetlands are present on or near the project site. No adverse impact will result.

d. The site does not lie within any part of an identifiable wildlife corridor; no adverse impact wiII result.

e and f. No habitat or natural community conservation plans are known to apply to the snte therefore,
the project will not confiict with such plans. No adverse impact will result.
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" V. CULTURAL RESOURGES — Would the
pro;ect
a) Cause a substantlal adverse change B 3.
in the significance of a historical N [ [ X
resource as defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change - - o - :
in the significance of an archaeological . B4 u , L 0
resource pursuant to §15064.57
“¢) Direcily or. indirectly destroy a unique _ . - S : |
paleontological resource or site or E , D ' D L
unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including _ ' | ' . :
those interred outside of formal [ D E D
cemeteries?

a. The site is vacant land. No structures are located on the site, and no adverse impact will result.

b-and ¢. The project site is located in the Antelope Valley, an area known to contain archaeologlcal and
paleontological resources. Therefore, the potential exists for the site to contain. such undlscovered
- resources. These issues will be examined in the EIR. '

d. Complian'ce with existing standard CEQA requirements includes halting construction work in an
unlikely event that human remains are uncovered and allowing a qualified archaeologlst coroner, and/or
Native American representative to evaluate the find and make recommendations (pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064 5[e]). Taklng these actions, if reqwred w:ll result in a Iess than significant
impact. ' :

Vl GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the
project:.

a) Expose people or structures to -
potential substantial adverse effects, .
including the risk of loss, lnjury, or death
involving: -

i) Rupture of a known ‘earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake . : o -
Fault Zoning Map issued by the T ' . _
- State Geologist for the area or based D D o Iz D
on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

Eastside Union School District . . ) _ Initial Study
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[ g X . 0O

i} Strong seismic ground shaking?i

i) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

O L] X W
._i\I/) Landslides? o L o o Y
L] [ X L

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become
‘unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site _
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

O
O
X
O

d) Be located on expansive soil, as ’

defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform ] 1 : X N
Building Code (1994), creating : s
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately - :
supporting the use of septic tanks or ‘ — ‘

- alternative waste water disposal systems - D _ D X
where sewers are not available for the .
disposal of waste water?

i through m The prOJect site, like most of the southern Callfornla region, will be subject to strong
- ground shaking in the event of a major earthquake. The project site is not included within any

Earthquake Fault Zones as delineated by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (1994).

According to the State.of California’s Seismic Hazard Zones Report for the Lancaster East Quadrangle,

there are no known areas of previous or historical occurrences of landslides or liquefaction surrounding

the project site. However, local geotechnical and ground water conditions indicate a potential. for

liquefaction. Therefore, site-specific engineering techniques as outlined in items ¢ and d below will be

: lmplemented in the school design and construction, ensuring that impact wnll be less than S|gn|f icant.

iv. leen the flatness of the site, hazards from slope  instability, landslldes or debrls ﬂows are
‘considered remote. No adverse impact will result.

b. Construction of the school involves minor grading that will not result in the removal of substantlal

_ amounts of topsoil from the site. An on-site drainage plan will be implemented .to limit on-site erosion
during construction. The project will result in structures, asphalt, and foliage covering-the site. The
‘provision of drainage facilities and foliage will limit the potential for on-going erosion. Impact will be less
than significant.

Eastside Union School District ‘ : Initial Study
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¢ and d. The site is not known to be subject to instability, subsidence, or lateral spreading.
Nonetheless, the school buildings will be constructed in accordance with Title 5 California Code of .
Regulations, Chapter 1 of Division 13, Section 14010 regarding standards for school site selection. In
accordance with this guidance, the school facilities will be constructed using engineering techniques
specifically selected for the on-site soils conditions. These techniques may include recompation of soils,
exterior and interior footings, interior slabs-on-grade, support for pavement, foundations, and
engineering fill, among others. The site may be subject to liquefaction Construction in compliance with
established engineering standards and usnng establlshed engineering techniques will ensure that impact
will be less than significant.

e. The project includes sewer lines that connect to existing facilities. No septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems are needed for the project. No adverse impact will resuit.

Vil. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS -- Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the . .
public or the environment through the HE 0 X H
routine transport, use, or disposal of : ‘ :

" hazardous materials? -

b) Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through . : :
reasonably foreseeable upset and ' ] 0 Y O
accident conditions involving the release ) -.
of hazardous materials mto the, ' o
~ environment?

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle : o S _

hazardous or acutely hazardous - ' :

materials, substances, or waste within. O . Ll : X D
one-quarter mile of an existing or -

proposed school?

"d) Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites L T : :
. compiled pursuant to Government Code I:I : . EI : |:| @
" Section 65962.5 and, as a resulit, would it ' _ :
create a significant hazard to the publlc
or the enwronment’?

+ e) For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has ,
not been adopted, within two miles of a . :
public airport or public use airport, would O 0 - - K 0l
the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area? '

Eastside Union School District - Initial Study
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f) For a project within the vicinity ofa _ . ' '

private airstrip, would the project result in ] O ] X
a safety hazard for people residing or : o S
working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically L : ‘
interfere with an adopted emergency - ] O X
response plan or emergency evacuation : B ‘ :

pian?

h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death ‘ '

- involving wildland fires, including where - ] O 1. X
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized ' . ' :

" areas or where residences are

- intermixed with wildlands?.

a through d. The project is an elementary school that does not involve the transport, use, or-disposal
of -hazardous materials. On-site use and storage of hazardous materials will be limited to small
amounts of everyday household cleaners, common chemicals used for landscaping and maintenance,
and common chemicals and other substances used for science classes. The limited use of these
.common hazardous materials is subject to EUSD guidelines. However, since the site was used for
chicken farming in the past, a Phase 1l Environmental Assessment is belng completed for the site. The
findings of the assessment W|II be addressed in the EIR.

e and f. .-The project site is located approximately 2.5 miles north of the boundary of the U.S. Air Force
Plant 42, outside the airport’s accident potential zones. The school’s one- to two-story buildings will not
interfere with the airport's height limitations. The site is not located within the V|cm|ty of a private airstrip.
Impact WI|| be less than significant. :

g. The pro;ect is a elementary school facility that will not interfere W|th applicable emergency response
plans or.emergency evacuation plans. The project's emergency evacuation plan will be subject to
review and approval by the County Fire Department, in accordance with existing requirements. The.
school will likely serve as a designated evacuation center or relief shelter during emergency situations.
School District personnel will coordinate with appropriate public-agencies and assist with emergency
operations. The provision of such a facility is con5|dered a beneficial effect of the propesed project. No
adverse impact will result.

h. The project site is Iocated in a rapidly urbanizing area of the City’ of Lancaster and no wildlands are
located within close proximity to the site. The school buildings will be equipped with all necessary fire
protection devices in accordance with State requirements for school facilities, including fire alarm and
sprinkler systems. No adverse impact will result

Eastside Union School District . ) . Initiat Study
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VIIl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
-- Would the project:

a) Violate any waté,r quality standards or -

waste discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
-groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a
. level which would not support existing

“land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)? -

c) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site orarea,
including through the alteration of the

~ course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
‘course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water

which would exceed the capacity of

existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional
- sources of polluted runoff?

f) ,Othen)vi's.e substantially degrade water
quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Eastside Union School Dish'id‘
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h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard - ] ' ] n <

area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a : , - :
significant risk of loss, injury or death ] ] ] X
" involving flooding, including flooding as a - : S :
.result of the farlure of a levee or dam’7

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or O ' O O X
mudfiow? ' : '

a. The quality of stormwater runoff is regulated under the National Pollution Drscharge Elimination
System (NPDES). The EIR will address how the EUSD will comply with NPDES permit requrrements

b. No wells currently exist on the site and no driliing of wells are proposed as part of school construction
or operatron No srgnlfrcant rmpact will resuit. _

c through f. The project will cover portions of the site with buildings and parking, which are
|mpermeable surfaces. The remainder of the site will be used for athletic fields and landscaping and
remain permeable surfaces. This will not result in a substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns
nor an increase in runoff that would resuit in flooding on- or off-site. Runoff from the site will be

- conveyed to existing storm drainage facilities, and all necessary on-site drarnage improvements are
included as part of the project. The project does not alter the course of any stream or river, as none are
on or near the site. Impact will be less than significant.

g and h. The project does not mclude any housrng The site is not located within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on the federal Flood Insurance Rate Map and illustrated in.the City General
Plan. No adverse |mpact will result.

. The Little Rock Wash is located approximately 3 mlles east of the site, Piute Ponds is about 8 mrles,
n‘orthwest of the site, and-Lake Palmdale reservoir is approximately 9 miles south of the site. The
reservoir is operated by the Palmdale Water District as a water storage facility, with a'dam along the
lake’s western perimeter. The school site is located outside the inundation area for the dam delineated
by the Governor's Office of Emergency Services. Impact will be less than significant.

j. The City of Lancaster is located inland and is ot SUbject to tsunamis.. No bodies of water that might
result in a seiche are located upstream from the site. The project site is located on flat land, such that
mudflows are not a danger in the area. No adverse lmpact will result.
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would
the project: .
a) Physically divide an established N O O X

community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use

plan, policy, or regulation of an agency

-with jurisdiction over the project '

(including, but not limited to the general - ' O O X
plan, specific plan, local coastal . ‘

program, or zoning ordinance) adopted

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating

an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicablé habitat ' : ' '
conservation plan or natural communlty [ o ' L X
conservation plan?

a. The school Wl|| be built on vacant land. The site.is bounded. by East Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East.
‘No communities that might be divided are located on this land. 'All existing land uses surroundlng the
site are acceSSIbIe via roads and accessways. No adverse impact will result. '

b. The project site is designate for public school uses, therefore, no conflict with the exnstlng land use
plans will result. No adverse lmpact will result.

¢. ‘No habitat or natural commumty conservation plans are known to apply to the site; therefore, the.
project will not conflict with such plans. No adverse impact will result. '

_ X. MINERAL RESOURGES -- Would the
project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a o , .

known mineral resource that would beof -~ [} W O X
‘value to the region and the residents of ' : :

the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a |
. locally-important mineral resource
~recovery site delineated on a local i O L X
general plan, specific plan or other land
" use plan?

‘a and b. The project site is not known to contain |mportant mineral resources. Therefore, the project is
not expected to result in the loss of any known mineral resource. No adverse impact will resulit.
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Xi. NOISE -- Would the project result in:

a) Exposu.re of persons to or generation o _

of noise levels in excess. of standards o ' .
established in the local general plan or B U B O
noise ordinance, or applicable standards

of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation ' o - ' _
of excessive groundborne vibration or - - 0 : 0 N :
groundborne noise levels?

c) A'substantial permanent increase in o o

ambient noise levels in the project - X ] O ]
vicinity above levels existing without the . -
project? ‘

d) A substantial temporary or periodic : : _ _
increase in ambient noise levels in the - X O - L D
project vicinity above levels existing : '

without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport

land use plan or, where such a plan has _ : S

not been adopted, within two miles of a . ' A

public airport or public use airport, would . L ' 0 X u
the pro;ect expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive

noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a . . :

private airstrip, would the project expose W g N I I
people residing or working in the project ' ' o ' .

area to excessive noise levels?

a through- d. Vehicles traveling to and from the school will generate traffic noise, an'd the school
construction will generate short-term noise. Therefore, these issues will be analyzed in the EIR.

e and f. The project site is located approximately 2.5 miles north of the boundary of the U.S. Air Force
Plant 42, and outside the airport’s noise contours. The site is not located within two miles of a private
airstrip. Impact will be less than significant. :
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XIl. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would
the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth

‘in an area, either directly (for example, S

by proposing new homes and - ] ] X O
businesses) or indirectly (for example, :

through extension of roads or other

infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of : : : S
existing housing, necessitating the _ ] O O X
- construction of replacement housing . ' . : :
elsewhere?
6) Displace substantial numbers of - D - ] | ' -
AL

people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
~ a. The project is an elementary school necessary to serve the existing and projected resident student
population within the EUSD. " As such, it will serve the population growth resulting from land use
decisions made by the City, and by |tself will not induce substantlal population growth. Impact will be
less than significant.

b and c. The project site is vacant land; no housing will be removed or people displaced as a result of
the project. No adverse impact will result.

XIHI. PUBLIC SERVICES

~ a) Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated

~ with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities; need for

. new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other .
performance objectives for any of the

~ public services: '

Fire protection?
Police protection?

Schools?

O0O0R K
0000
oooog
X K OO

Parks?
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o [ 0 @ X

Other public facilities?

Since the prolect will increase the level of activity at the site and vehicular and pedestrian traffic in the

.project area, the project will generate additional demand for fire and police protection services. Safety
and security issues associated with the project, particularly with regards to the residential uses near the
site, wiII be discussed in the EIR.

The project is an elementary school that will provide needed educatlonal services for the area’s
residents. Impact will be beneficial and no adverse impact will result. :

The pro;ect is an elementary school that WI” not result in the need for any off-s:te recreational or park.
facilities. "The school includes playground facilities on-site for use by the students. No adverse impact
will result.

No substantial populatlon growth will occur as a result of the proposed pro;ect and no other publlc
facilities will be impacted.

" XIV. RECREATION

a) Would the'project increase the use of

existing neighborhood and regional . ‘ e
parks or other recreational facilites such =~ [] O - 1o X
that substantial physical deterioration of _

the facility would occur or be -

accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational - : S

facilities or require the construction or : ’ : :
expansion of recreational facilities which D D : I:I . E
might have an adverse physical effect on

the environment?

a and b. The project is an elementary school that will not result in add|t|0nal population to the City and .
thus will not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities.-
The school includes recreational facilities for use by the students and no other recreatlonal facilities wnII
be required. No adverse impact will result. :

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would
the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing I _ .
traffic load and capacity of the street : . : :
system (i.e., result in a substantial X mp : O u

" increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on
roads, or congestlon at intersections)?
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b) Exceed, either individually or - » . : _

cumulatively, a level of service standard ' :
established by the county congestion - 2 D [ [
management agency for designated

roads or highways?

¢) Result in a change in air traffic

patterns, including either an increasein =~ = [} U S X
traffic levels or a change in location C

which results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to

a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or ] O X . O
dangerous intersections) or incompatible

uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

[
[
-
X

e) Result in inadequate emergency
access?

O
O
=
O

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, : .

- or programs supporting alternative- ' HE 0 ] X
transportation (e. g bus turnouts, blcycle :
racks)?

a and b. The project will generate vehicle trips that may impact lntersectlons and/or street segments in
the project vicinity. This issue will be analyzed in the EIR.

" ¢. The project is an elementary school and will not increase air traﬁ” ic Ievels or result ina change inair
traffic patterns No adverse impact will result

d. The school design does not include any features that could create sharp curves or other safety
hazard, or incompatible uses that could create such hazards. No significant impact will result.

e. In compllance with existing regulations, the required emergency access that accommodates fire
trucks and equipment, including minimum driveway widths, turnlng radlus and access’ to structures will
* be provided at the snte No adverse impact will result.

f. The school desxgn mcludes on-site parklng for students, staff, and visitors. No srgnlflcant rmpact will
result. '

g. The school will serve the' nearby residential neighborhoods and a number of students are expected
to use a school bus for transportation. The project is stipportive of alternative transportation; therefore,
no adverse impact will result. : _

Eastside Union School District ‘ Initial Study
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Léss Than

Significant
Potentially Impact with Less Than )

. Significant Mitigation Significant Ne
Issues: . ' Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
XVI1. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS --

Would' the project: ‘
a) Exceed wastewater treatment D O E ]

requirements of the applicable Reglonal
Water Quality Control Board?

| b) Require or result in the construction of
new water or wastewater treatment :
facilities or expansion of existing H L K L
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of . .

new storm water drainage facilities or )

expansion of existing facilities, the : @ ' D : D D
construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient watér supplies

available to serve the project from - R
existing entittements and resources, or < O D ]
are new or expanded entltlements

needed7

e) Result in a determination by the
- wastewater treatment provider which ) ) :
serves or may serve the project that it X ] I
has adequate capacity to serve the ' '
"-project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

f),Be‘served by a landfill with sufficient - = : ‘ |
permitted capacity to accommodate the E : L D : D
pro;ect's solid waste dlsposal needs’7

g) Comply with federal, State, and Iocar 1. M =
statutes and regulations related to SO|Id [ I L] X
waste? :

a and b. The project is an elementary‘ school that does not generate unusual or large quantities of
wastewater that could violate existing water quality standards or wastewater treatment requirements or
require construction of new treatment facilities. Impact wilt be less than significant.

c through f. The project will generate additional demand on the existing local drainage, sewer, water,
and landfill facilities and water supply resources. These issues will be evaluated in the EIR.

g. The EUSD complies with all applicable federal, State, and Ioca| statutes and regulations related to
solid waste, including recycling requirements. No adverse impact will result.

Eastside Union School District ) : Initial Study
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Less Than

. Significant
Potentially Impact with  Less Than
Significant - Mitigation Significant .  No
Issueés: - ) : Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

a)»Does the project have the potential to

degrade the quality of the environment,

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish

or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife .

population to drop below self-sustaining . . o
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or : Iz I:I D ' D
animal community, reduce the number or -

restrict the range of arare or

endangered plant or animal or eliminate

important examples of the major periods

of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that
are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively _ o :
considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are Iz D 3 D : D
considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past.projects, the
. effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental , o
effects which will cause substantial ] ] X Il
adverse effects on human beings, either '

dlrectly or indirectly? :

" a.. Since the project site is undeveloped land located in Antelope Valley, there is a potential that some
sensitive plant or animal species may be present. These issues will be examined in the EIR. :

b. The prolect will contribute to cumulative effects of urban growth occurring in Lancaster the Valley
. with regards to traffic, air quality, noise, and other enwronmental factors. This issue will be exammed in

the EIR.

c. The pro;ect is. the construction and operatlon of a new elementary school to serve the east snde of

‘Lancaster and relieve overcrowding in existing elementary school facilities. The project will
accommodate future elementary school age students within the rapidly developing Antelope Valiey, and
thus, will result in long-term beneficial effects to residents of Lancaster and the region.

Eastside Union School District . ' : - Initial Study
L 23 Columbia Elementary School -
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WATER -
. RECLAMATION

SOUID WASTE MANAGEMENT

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA $0601-1400.
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 906074998 JAMES F. STAHL
Telephone: [562) 699- 74] 1, FAX: |562) 6995422 o _ Ch/eF Engmeer and General Manager
www.lacsd.org : - , L

August 24, 2004

 FileNo: | 14:00.04-00

Dr. Michael Wagenleitner
Interim Superintendent
Eastside Union School District -
45006 North 30" Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535

- Dear Dr. Wagenleitner:

Columbia Elemehtaa School in Lancaste

The. County Samtauon DlStrlClS of Los Angcles County (D:smcts) received a Notice of
Preparation of a Draft Environmental Tmpact Report for the subject project on Adgust 11, 2004. “The’
proposed dévelopment is Jocated within the Jjurisdictional boundaries of District No. 14.. ‘We offer the

, followmg cominents regarding sewerage service:

1. The wastewater flow ongmatmg from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line,
" which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts’ Trunk “C” Trunk Sewer,
located in Avenue J-8 at 27" Street East. This 15-inch diameter trunk sewer has a design capacity
of 1.48 million gallons per-day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 0.4 mgd when last measured

in 2004, ‘ .

2.  The wastewater gcncrated by the proposed project will be treated ar the Lancaster Water‘- -
Reclamation Plant, which has a design capacity of 16 mgd and currently processes an average '
ﬂow of l3.3 mgd .

‘3. . The expected average wastewater ﬂow from the prOJect site is 17 000 galloas per day.

4. The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the
‘privilege of connecting (directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or increasing the.
existing strength and/or quantity of wastewater aftributable to a particular parcel or operatlon
already connected. This connection fee is required to construct an incremental expansmn of the
Sewerage System to accommodate the proposed project, which will mitigare the impact of this -
project on the present Sewerage System. Payment of a connection fee will be required before a
. permit to connect to the sewer is issued. A copy of the Connection Fee Information Sheet is -
enclosed for your convenience. For more specific’ information regardmg the ‘connection fee
apphcatlon procedure and fees, please contact the Connection Fee Count«.r at extension 2727,

5. In order for the stmcts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the
design capacities of the Districts' wastcwatcr treatment facilities are based on the regional growth

. ‘5 Recyclsd Peper
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Dr. Michael Wagenleimer ' ‘ 2 = Aﬁgu5t324,.2004

forecast adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Spcc1ﬁc

- policies included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into
the Air Quality Management Plan, which. is prepared by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District in order to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin as mandated by
the CAA. All expansions of Districts' facilities must be sized and service phased in a manner that
will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the counties of Los Angeles,
Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The available capacity of the .
Districts’ rearment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels associated with the approved -
growth identified by SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute a guarantee of wastewater
service, but is to advise you that the Districts intend 1o provide this service up to the levels thar
are legally permitted and 1o inform you of the curmrently existing capac:ty and any proposed
expansnon of the Districts' faclhtxes

If you have any questxons please contact the undersxgned at (562) 699-741 1, extersion 271 7
Very n-uly yours,

James F. Stahl

@;HA d? Jmt%

Ruth §. Frazen
Engineering Technician -
'_Plannmg & Property Management Secuon

) Enclosure -

| 3H9TSs1
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INFORMATION SHEET FOR APPLICANTS
PROPOSING TO-CONNECT OR INCREASE THEIR DISCHARGE TO

'THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY SEWERAGE SYSTEM

THE PROGRAM

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County are erhp’oWered by the California Health and

Safety Code to charge a fee for the privilege of connecting to a Sanitation District’s sewerage system. Your
connection to a City or County sewer constitutes 2 connection 1o a Sanitation District’s sewerage system as

- these sewers flow into 2 Sanitation District’s system. The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
provide for the conveyance, treamment, and disposal of your wastewater. PAYMENT OF A CONNECTION
FEE TO THE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY WILL BE
REQUIRED BEFORE A CITY OR THE COUNTY WILL ISSUE YOU A PERMIT TO CONNECT TO
THE SEWER. - : ' : '

L

L

Iv.

WHO IS REQUIRED TO PAY A CONNECTION FEE?

1. Anyone connecting to the sewerage system for the first time for any structure located on a pareel(s)
of land within a County Sanitation District of Los Angeles County. '

2. Anyone incressing the quantity of wastewater discharged due to the construction of additional
dwelling units on or a change in land usage of a parcel already connected to the sewerage system.

3 ~ Anyone increasing the improverhent square footage ofa c'ox':ﬁmér;ial or msntunonal parcel by more

than 25 percent. '
4, Anyone i.ucréasing_ the quantity and/or strength of wastewater from an industrial parcel.

If you qualify for an Ad Valorem Tax or Dernolition Credit, connection fee will be adjusted
accordingly. o :

HOW ARE THE CONNECTION FEES USED?
The connection fees are used to provide additional convéyanCc;'tréauneht, and disposal facilities (cap'ital_

facilities) which are made necessary by new users connecting 1o a Sanitation District’s sewerage system
or by existing users who significantly increase the quantity or strength of their wastewater discharge.

+ The Conncction Fce Program insures that all users pay their fair share for any necessary expansion of
the system, .- .. AT , . _ , . '

. HOW MUCH IS MY CONNECTION FEE? |

Your connection fee can be determined from the Connection Fee Schedule specific to the Sanitation

District in-which your parcel(s) to be connected is located. A Sanitation District boundary map is

attached to each corresponding Sanitation District Connection Fee Schedule. . Your City or County
sewcr permitting office has copies-of the Connection Fee Schedule(s) and Sanitation District boundary
map(s) for your parcel(s). If you require verification of the Sanitation District in which your parcel is

located, please call the Sanitation Districts’ information number listed under lem IX below.

'WHAT FORMS ARE REQUIRED*?

The Connection Fee appli‘éation package consists of the fdllowing’:
1. Information Sheet for Appli.cants (this form) |
2. Application for Sewer Connection

Rev, 6/03
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3. Connection Fee Schedule w1th ‘Sanitation Dlstnct Map (one schedule for each Sanitation '
District)

' V*Addit‘ional forms are i‘cqui;_ed for lndustrial Dis_»_chargers.

WHAT DO I NEED TO FILE?

1. Completed Application Form -

2. A complc.tc set of arch:tectural blucpnnts (not rcqulred for connecting one smgle famlly home)
3. Fee Paymcnt (checks payable 10: County Samtanon Districts of Los Angeles County)

‘4. Industrial apphcants must file additional forms and follow the procedures as outlined in the- .

o apphcanon msn'ucnons

WHERE DO I SUBMIT THE FORMS" .

" . Residential, Commerctal, and Iusntutional apphcams should submit the above listed matenals either by
" mail or in person to: :

County Sanitation Dlstncts of Los Angeles County
Connection Fee Program, Room 130
- 1955 Workman Mill Road

' Whittier, CA 90601

] 'lndustnal apphcan’rs should submxt the appropnate matenals dlrectly 10 the Cny or County office which
will issue the sewer connection permit. : :

| HOW LONG DOES IT TAKE TO PROCESS MY APPLICATION"

Apphcanons submitted by mail are generally processed and mailed Wﬂhm three workmg days of

Teceipt. Applications brought in person are processed on the same day provided the application,

supporting materials, and fee is sansfactory Processing of large and/or complex projects may take
longer. '

HOW DO 1 OBTAIN MY SEWER PERMIT TO CONNECT"

An approved Apphcanon for Sewer Connection. will be returned fo the appllcam after aZl necessary
documents for pracessmg ‘have been submitted. Present this approved-stamped copy to the City or

" County Office i 1ssumg sewer connection permits for your area at the time you apply for actual sewer -

hookup.

. HOW CAN I GET ADDITIONAL INFORMATION"

If you require assistance or necd additional information, please ca]l the County Sa.mtatlon Districts of
Los Ange]m County at (562) 699-7411, extensmn 2727 ' o

WHAT ARE THE DISTRICTS’ WORKING HOURS"

“The Dlsmcts’ offices are open between the hours of 7: 00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through
_ Thursday, and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m, on Friday, except holldays When applying
~in person, _appl}ca.nts must be at the Connection Fee counter at least 30 minutes before closing time.

LANNEXFER Angection\Pormsiconnfesinu.doc ‘ : Rev. 6/03
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DEPARTMENT OF FlSH AND GAME
hup:/ fwww.dfg.ca.gov.

4949 Vrewndge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 467-4201
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September 2, 2004

Mr. Michael Wagenleitner
Eastside Union School District -
40006 North 30™ Street East
Lancaster, CA 93536 :

Notlce of Preparation for an Environmental impact Report for
Columbia Elementary School
SCH# 2004081081, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Wagenleitner:

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the above-referenced project, relative to impacts to biological resources.” The proposed 12.5
acre project involves the construction of an elementary school at East Avenue J-4 and 27" Street
East Clty of Lancaster within a vacant lot.

o To enable Department staff to adequately review and comment on the. proposed project
we recommend the following information, where applicable, be included in the Draft
Envrronmental Impact ReporL

. 1. : A complete, recent assessment of flora and fauna wrthm and adjacent to the project ares,
with parbcular emphasis upon identifying endangered threatened and locally unique
species and sensitive habitats. » '

a. A thorough recent assessment of rare plants and rare natural commumtues following
the Department’s Guidelines for Assessmg lmpacts to Rare Plants ‘and Rare Natural
Communities (Attachment 1). ‘

b. A complete, recent assessment of sensitive fish, \mldllfe reptlle and amphrblan
species. Seasonal variations in use of the project area should also be addressed.
Recent, focused, species-specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate time of year
and time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable, are
required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed in
consultation with the Department and U.S. Frsh and Wildlife Serwce

c. Rare threatened, and endangered species to be addressed should include all those
which meet the California Environmental Quabty Act (CEQA) definition (see CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15380)

d. The Department's Califomia Natural Dnversrty Data Base in Sacramento should be
contacted at (916) 327-5960 to obtain current information on any previously reported

CR/Zn A1 Zi0hahbe 7€ CT boRz )R /AT



-Mr. Michael Wagenleitner
September 2, 2004
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sensitive species and habitats, including Significant Natural Areas identified under
Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code. Also, any Significant Ecological Areas
(SEAs) or Environmentally Sensitive Habitats (ESHs) or any areas that are
considered sensitive by the local jurisdiction that are located in or adjacent ta the
project area must be addressed.

A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely
affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts. This
discussion should focus on maximizing avoidance, and minimizing impacts.

a. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125(a), direct that knowledge of the regional setting is
critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis should
be placed on resources that are rare or unigue to the region. _ :

b. Project impacts should also be analyzed relative to their effects on off-site habitats
and populations. Specifically, this should include nearby public lands, open space,
adjacent natural habitats, and riparian ecosystems. Impacts to and maintenance of
wildlife corridorfmovemant areas, including access to undisturbed habitat in adjacent
areas, should be fully evaluated and provided, The analysis should also include a
discussion of the potential for impacts resulting from such effects as increased
vehicle traffic and outdoor artificial lighting. '

c. A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15130, General and specific plans, as well as past, present, and
anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar
plant communities and wildlife habitats,

d. Impacts to migratory wildlife affected by the project should be fully evaluated. This
can include such elements as migratory butterfly roost sites and neo-tropical bird and
waterfow! stop-over and staging sites. All migratory nongame native bird species are
protected by intemational treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
of 1918 (50 C.F.R. Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513 of the California
Fish and Game Code prohibit take of birds and their active nests, including raptors
and other migratory nongame birds as listed under the MBTA.

e. Impacts to all habitats from City or County reqixired Fuel Modification Zones (FMZ).
Areas slated as mitigation for loss of habitat shall not occur within the FMZ.

f. Proposed project activities (including disturbances to vegetation) should take place

" outside of the breeding bird season (February 1- September 15) to avoid take
(including disturbances which would cause abandonment of active nests containing
eggs and/or young). If project activities cannot avoid the breeding bird season, nest
surveys should be conducted and active nests should be avoided and provided with &
minimum buffer as determined by a biclogical monitor (the Department recommends
a minimum 500-foot buffer for all active raptor nests).

g. Impacts to sensitive wildiife species such as burrowing owls and other birds of prey
which utilize disturbed vacant areas within suburban areas for nesting and/or feeding,
should be evaluated.

A range of altematives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the proposed
project are fully considered and evaluated. A range of altematives which avoid or
atherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources including wetlands/riparian
habitats, alluvial scrub, coastal sage scrub, native woodlands, etc. should be included.
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Specific alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lower resource
sensitivity where appropriate. '

a. Mitigation measures for project impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats
should emphasize evaluation and selection of altematives which avoid or otherwise
minimize project impacts. Compensation for unavoidable impacts through acquisition
and protection of high quality habitat elsewhere should be addressed.

b. The Depariment considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened habitats having
both regional and local significance. Thus, these communities should be fully avoided
and otherwise protected from project-related impacts (Attachment 2).

¢. The Department generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species.
Department studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in nature and
largely unsuccessful.

A California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit must be obtained, if the project has
the potential to result in “take” of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either
during construction or over the life of the project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve,
protect, enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or endangered species and their
habitats. Early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the proposed
project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permit.
Revisions to the Fish and Game Code, effective January 1998, require that the
Department issue a separate CEQA document for the issuance of a CESA permit uniess
the project CEQA document addresses all project impacts to listed species and specifies

- a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet the requirements of a CESA

permit. For these reasons, the following information is requested:

a. Biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals shouid ‘be of sufficient detail
and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA Permit.

~ b. A Depariment-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required for

A

plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act.

The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization or
conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent,
ephemeral, or perennial, must be retained and provided with substantial setbacks which
preserve the riparian and aquatic habitat values and maintain their value to on-site and
off-site wildlife populations.

a. The Department requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), pursuant to
Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code, with the applicant prior to any direct
or indirect impact to a lake or stream bed, bank or channel or associated riparian
resources. The Department's issuance of a SAA may be a project that is subject to
CEQA. To facilitate our issuance of the Agreement when CEQA applies, the
Department as a responsible agency under CEQA may consider the local
jurisdiction’s (lead agency) document for the project. To minimize additional
requirements by the Department under CEQA the document should fully identify the
potential impacts to the lake, stream or riparian resources and provide adequate
avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of the
Agreement. Early consultation is recommended, since modification of the proposed
project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources.
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The Department suggests a pre-project or éarly consultation planning meeting for all
projects. To make an appointment, please calil Scott Harris, Wildlife Biologist, at (626) 797-3170.
Thank you _fgi* this opportunity to provide comment.

Sincerely,

‘ Morgarn Wehtje ; '

_Environmental Scientist |V
Attachments '

cc Mr. Scott Harris _
Department of Fish & Game

Mr. Scott Morgan
State Clearinghouse

HCP-Chron
Department of Fish and Game
SPH:sph .



E | ATTACHMENT 1
A | State of Califomia
THE RESOURCES AGENCY

. : Départment of Fish and Game~
! : May 4, 1984

 GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING THE EFFECTS OF PROPOSED =
DEVELOPMENTS ON RARE AND ENDANGERED PLANTS AND PLANT COMMUNITIES

following recommendations are Intended to help those who prepare and review emvironmental documents datormine
a botanical swvey Is needed, who should be considered qualified to conduct such surveys, how fleld surveys should
conducted and what information should be contained in the survey report. = :

| Botanical surveys that are éonducted to determine the environmental effects of a proposed development should be

’ directed to all rare and endangered plants and plant communfiies. Rare and endangered plants are not necessarily

: fimited to these species which have baen "isted™ by state and federal agencies but ehould Include any spacles that,
basad on all avallable data, can be shown to ba rare and/or endangered under the following definitions. )

g

A species, subspecies or variety of plantis "endangered” when the prospects of its survival and reproduction are In
immediate Jeopardy form one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, over-exploitation, -
predation, competifion or disease. A plant is "rare” when, although not presently threatened with extinction, the

species, subspecies or variety Is found In such small numbers throughout its range that it may be endangered If lis

environment worsens.

Rare plant communities are those communities tliat are of highly limited distribution. These cbmvm"unﬂias mhy or
may not contain rare or endangered species. The most current version of the California Natural Diversity Data

* Base's Outtine of Terrestrial Qommuniﬁas in Califernia may be used as a guide to the names of communities.

itis appropriate to conduct a botanical field survey to determine if, or the extent that, rare plants will be affectad by a

proposed project when: :
C Ba:;:t'on an inltial blological assessment, k appears that the project mey damage patential rare plant
ha . ' -

. b. Raro plants have higtorically been Identified on the project site, but adaguate information of impact
I assessment Is lacking; or '

c. No initial biological assessment has been conducted and it is unknown whether of not rare plants or thelr
habltat existon the site, - - . .

;‘ounlcal' e;m'uanu should be selected on the basis of possession of the following qualificaions (In order af
portance): '

a.  Bxerencoas aﬁi;olanlcal field investigator with experience in fleld sampling design and flsid metfiods;

b.  Taxonomic experience and a knowledge of plant ecology;
¢ Familarlty with the plants of the area, Including rare species; and
d. Famillartty with the appropriate state and federal statutes related to rare plants and plant collecting.

Fleld surveys-should be canducted In a manner that will locate any rare or enda d
present. Spacifically, rare or endangered plant surveys should b’;‘:’ : "gered spocies that fnay be

a. Conducted at the proper time of year when rare or endangered species are both "evident” and Identifiable
Flold surveys should be scheduled (1) to coincide with known flowering pericds, and/or (2) during perlods of

.,/ »
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phenological development that are necessary to identify the plant specles of concem.

studles, not for Impact assessment. Every species n
e mln?whamerltlsrr‘m or endangered.

ton ethics. Collection of rare or suspected rare
nsawn'!‘a.n auch actions would not Jeopardize the continued

extant necessary to dets

e, Conductedinamanner thetls conlstnt with cons
pecias (voucher specime u made o he
:mcf,":, the p:pulaﬂo::)n: i: accordance with applicable state and federal permit regulations.
‘Voucher spacimens should be deposted et recognized public herbaria for future reference. Photography
should be used io document plant identification and habitst whenever possibla, but especlally when the
population cannot withstand collection of voucher specimens. - L

GConducted using systematic field techniques In all habitats of the she to ensure 8 reasonably
 coverage of potential impact areas. | -

e. Well documentad. When a rare o aﬁﬁ;ngéiqd plant (or rare plant community) is focated, a callfomla
Native Spacies (or Community) Fisid Survey Form or equivalent written form should bo completed and

~ submitted to the Natural Diversity Data Base. ‘ "
Reports of batanical field surveys shauld ba Included In or with environmiental assessme
EIR's and EIS's, should contaln the following information: » :
. Project descripion, Including a detalled map of the project location and study area.

thorough

nts, negative declarations, .

b. ' Awritten description of biological sefting referencing the community nomenclature used and a vegetation
map. . ’ . o i
. )

c. petalled description of survey meﬂ'oodol.ogy. )
d. Dates of flold surveys.

e. Results of suﬁey (including detailed maps).

f An assessment of potential impacts.

8. Discussion of the mportance of rare piant popuiations with consideration of nearby populafo |
- specles distribufion. | » nearby populations and total

h. Recommended mitigation measures to reduce or avold impacts.

I List of all spacies identified. - _

J. . Coples of all California Native Species Field Survey Forms or Natural Community Field Survey Forms..
k. Name of field investigator(s). o |

L References cited, persons comactad, herbaria vlsﬂei and disposlﬂoﬁ of'vouch'a‘r épeclmens.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Sensitivity of Top Priority Rare Natural
Communities in Southern California#

i"St-znsn‘.'c:'w:i:t.y rankings are determined by the Department of Fish and Gamne,
‘alifornia Natural Diversity Data Base and based on either number ©f known
)ccurrences (locations) and/or amount of habitat remaining (acreage). The
‘hree rankings used for these top priority rare natural communities are as

'ollows:

i1.- Less than 6 known locations and/or on less than 2,000 acres of habitat
remaining , :

i2.— Occurs in 6-20 Xnown locations and/or 2,000~10,000 acres of habitat
remaining oL : : .

i3.- Occurs in 21-100 known locations and/¢r 10,000-50,000 acres of habitat
remaining B o : S _
The number to the right of the decimal point after the ranking refers to

:he degree of threat posed to. that natural community regardless of the ranking.

‘or example: ' _ _

' S81.) = very threatened

S2.2 = threatened ‘ .
$3.3 = po current threats known
Sensitivity Rankings (February 1992)
ank Community Name ’
51.1 Mojave Riparian Forest : Southern Dune Scrub
Soncran Cottonwood Willow Riparian  Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Mesquite Bosque Maritime Succulent Scrub
Elephant Tree Woodland _ Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub -
crucifixion Thorn Woodland ; Southern Maritime Chaparral
Allthorn Woodland Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Arizonan Woodland - Great Basin Grassland
Southern California Walnut Forest Mojave Desert Grassland
- Mainland Cherry Forest - Pebble Plains g
Southern Bishop Pine Forest Southern Sedge Bog

Torrey Pine Forest Cismontane 'Alkali Marsh

Desert Mountain White Fir Forest

BA/iB  ABYd 7Z/0babr 7ZECT  bRAZ )G /QT
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51.2

S2.1

S2.2

S2.3

cmon

Southern Foredunes
Mono Pumice Flat

Southern Inter;or Basalt Fl. Vernal Pool

: Venturan -Coastal Sage Scrub .-
Diegan Ceastal Sage Scrub

Riversidean Upland Coastal Sage -

Scrub.
Riversidean Desert Sage Scrub
-Sagebrush Steppe
Desert Sink Scrub
Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparrel -
“San- Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal P.
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vernal P.
Alkzali Meadow
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
Coastal Brackish Marsh
Transmontane Alkali Marsh

Active Coastal Duﬁes :
Active Desert Dunes
Stab. and Part.

Stab. Desert Dunes

.. . Coastal and Valley Rreshwater Marsh

S. Arroya Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Willow Scrub ' :

Modoc-G. Bas. Cottonwood Willow Rip.
Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub -
Mojave Desert Wash Scrub

- Engelmann Oak Woodland

'“Dpen‘EngeImann—eak Woodland

Closed Engelmann Oak Woodland

- Island Oak Woodland
1 california Walnut Woodland

Island Ironwood Forest

Island Cherry Forest

S. Interior Cypress Forest
Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

Stab. and Part. Stab. Desert Sandfield

Mojave Miked Steppe
‘Transmontane Freshwater Harsh
Coulter Pine Forest .

S. California Fellfield
White Mountains Fellfield

Bristlecone Pine Forest _
Limber Pine Forest

TN
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80063-3294

(323) 890-4330

MICHAEL FREEMAN
IRE CHIEF
ORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

September 10, 2004

Dr. Michael Wagenleitner

Eastside Union School District

- 45006 North 30" Street East

Lancaster, CA 93535

~ Dear Dr. Wagenleltner

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY FOR A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF THE “COLUMBIA
ELEMENT ARY SCHOOL” - “LANCASTER?” (EIR #2089/2004)

The Notxce of Preparation for a Draf‘t Environmental Impact Report for the aforementioned pro_]ecl has becn.
reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Umt, and Forestry Division of the County of Los Angeles Firc
Department The followmg are their comments:

PLANNIN G DIVlSION/FIRE PROTECTION & EMERGEN CY MEDICAL SERVICE AVAILABILITY:

' The subject development will receive fire protection and pammedxc service from the County of Los Angeles Fire

Department. Fire Station 117, located at Tierra Bonita Park, is the jurisdictional engine company for this

property. It is an assessment engine, i.¢. — an engine with some limited paramedic capabilities.

Following are the closest response ﬁnitS, their distance, appmximate response time, and staff:

EQUIPMENT DISTANCEMILES TIME/MINUTES  STAFFING
Engine 1177 - o 1.1 T 34 4
Engine 135 2.0 © 54 3
Squad33 - 4.0 9.5 2
Truck 33 40 . . 05 4

Fire protecnon scmng the area appcan to be adequate for the existing development/la.nd use. However, cach
additional development creates greater demands on existing resources. Consequently, the impact that this project
w111 have on the adequacy of the Fire Deparlment's level of service is uncertain at this time.

It would be hclptul to the Fire Department staff if the envxronmental documcnt Specxﬁes the squan‘: footage of
proposed new structures. - .

. SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS BHADBUH+ CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU POMGONA SIGNAL HILL

ARTESIA CALABASAS  DIAMOND BAR MIDDEN HILLS . LAPUENTE  MAYWOOD AANCHO PALOS VEAOES  SCUYTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD  NORWALK HOLUNG HiLLS SCUTH GATE
BALDWINPARK  CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER ~ PALMDALE AOLLING HILLS ESTATES  TEMPLE CITY
BELL . CLAREMONY  GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE  PALOS VERDES ESTATES  ROSEMEAD . WALNUT
BELL GARDENS COMMERCE  GLENDORA - IAWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST ROLLYWOOD
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS ~ LACANADA FLINTRIDGE  LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARI|TA WESTLAKE VILLAGE
: ) WHITDER
v8/2
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Dr. Michael Wagenleitner
- September 10, 2004
Page 2

' LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT/GENERAL REQUIREMENTS:

The Department may condition future development to provide additional means of access. The development of
this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water
. mains, firc flows and hydrants. . Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be
addressed at the building fire plan check. There may be additional fire and life safety requirements during this

time.

B Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of access roadways, with an -
all-weather surface of not less than the prescribed width. The roadway shall be extended to within 150 feet of all
pornons of the exterior walls when measured by an unobstructed route around the exterior of the building.

. Access roads shall be mamtamedr with a2 minimum of ten (10) feet of brush clearance on each side. Fire access
‘roads shall have an unobstructed vertical clearance clear-to-sky with the exception of protected tree species.
Protected tree species overhanging fire access roads shall be mamtamed to provzde a vertical clearance of 13 feet,

6 inches.

When involved with a subdivision in a city contracting fire protection with the County of Los Angelcs Fire
Department, requirements for access, fire flows and hydrants are addressed during the subdivision tentative map

- stage. Fire sprinkler systerns arc required in some residential and most commercial occupancies. For those
occupancies not requiring fire sprinkler systems, it is strongly suggested that fire sprinkler systems be installed.
This will reduce potential fire and life losses. Systems are now technically and ¢conomically feasible for
residential use. . o ' o

INSTITUTIONAL:

 The development may require fire flows up to 8,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch residual
pressure for up to a four-hour duration as outlined in the 2002 County of Los Angeles Fire Code Appendix I1I-
——AA. Final fire flows will be based on the size of buildmgs their relationship to other structures, property lines,
and types of construction used. Fire hydrant spacing shall be based on fire flow requirements as outlined in the
2002 County of Los Angeles Flre Code Appcndxx II-BB. Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing’
exceeds specified dxstancea

L No poruon of lot frontage shall be more. than 200 feet via vehicular access from a pubh-. ﬁre

hydrant.
2. No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly spaced public
fire hydrant.

3. Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds _speclﬁed distances.

Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the centerline of the road. A
- Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided for all driveways cxceedmg 150 feet in length and at the

end of all cul-de-sacs. All on-site driveways/roadways shall provide a minimum unobstructed width of 28 feet,

clear-to-sky. The on-site driveway is to be within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first: story of

any building. The centerline of the access driveway shall be located parallel to, and within 30 feet of an extenor
- wall on one side of the proposed structure.

FimLMmLr LT wNAN7 /A7 ICN



Dr. Michael Wagenlejtner
-September 10, 2004
Page 3

1. Any access way less than 34 feet in width shall be labeled “Fire Lane” on the final recording

- map, and final building plans.
2, The entrance to the street/driveway and intermittent spacing distances of 150 feet shall be posted

* with Fire Department approved signs stating “NO PARKING - FIRE LANE” in three-inch high
letters. Driveway labelmg is necessary to ensure access for Fire Department use. '

LIMITED ACCESS DEVICES (GATES, ETC [

. All access devices and gates shall comply with California Code of Regulatmns, Tltle 19, Article 3.05 and Article
3.16. .

' TRAF FIC CALMING NIEASURES.

All proposals for traffic calming measures (speed humps/bumps/cush;ons trafﬁc cu'cles roundabouts, etc.) shall
be submitted to the Fire Department for review prior to implementation. Should any questions arise regarding
. design and construction, and/or water and access, please contact Inspector Marvin Dorsey at (323) 890-4243.

' FORESTRY DIVISION/OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division include erosion

control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance.
Potential impacts in these areas should be addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

If you have any additional questions, please contact th:s office at (323) 890-4330.
Very truly yours, o
DAVIDR. LEINING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION BUREAU

DRL:sc
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH PREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 918031331
" Felepbanct (626) 458-5100 _
www,ludpw.org . ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
- - P.0. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

" INREPLY PLEASE

September 14, 2004 o _ | ~ _ REFER TO FILE: LD-0

Dr. Michael Wagenleitner
‘Interim Superintendent
Eastside Union School District
45006 North 30th Street East
Lancaster, CA 93535

Dear Dr. Wagenleitner:

RESPONSE TO A NOTICE OF PREPARATION

OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

CITY OF LANCASTER

.Thank you for the opportumty to provide comments on the Notice of Preparatlon (NOP)
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Columbia Elementary School.
We have reviewed the NOP and offer the following comments for your consideration in

preparing the DEIR. _
Utilities a'nd Service Systems
’S‘anitégx Sewers

The proposed sewer may outlet into a County maintained sewer facility, wh:ch is owned
by the City of Lancaster. The final EIR shall include discussions on the collection and
disposal of the wastewater that would be generated by this project since the proposed
sewer system will be required to be annexed to the Consolidated Sewer Maintenance
District.. Additionally, this project shall meet the Los Angeles County Sanitatlon Districts’

requirements.

Solid Waste Disposal

The DEIR should identify what types of measures will be implemented to mitigate the |
cumulative impact of solid waste generation from this and other projects in the
surrounding area.  Mitigation measures may include, but are not limited to,

€8/28 3Ivd l
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Dr. Michael Wagenleitner

September 1, 2004

Page 2

,impl»em 2ntation of waste reduction and recycling programs to divert the solid waste and-

excavated material from the landfills. -

Schoalg are encouraged to take advantage of :speciaI'Coun'ty Programs, available
through) Public Works, by calling (888) CLEAN LA or visiting www.888CleanLA.com.

Additior ally, the Califomia Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, as

amended, requires each "development project” to provide an adequate storage area for

- collection and removal of récyclable maferidls.” "The DEIR should include/discuss

standards to provide adequate recyclable storage areas  for collection/storage of
recyclable and green waste materials for this project. : :

Waler

We believe that there is a potentially significant impact with respect to water resources.
Waterworks District No. 40 may not have sufficient supplies of water available to serve

- the proposed tract. Furthermore, the District does not have storage capacity available

to provide for domestic and fire protection needs.

The DEIR should include a water évailability letter including .supporting documents from
Waterworks District No. 40 to demonstrate that sufficient water supplies are available.

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact‘
Mr. Juan Sarda at (626) 458-7151. - '

- Very truly yours,

. DONALD L. WOLFE ..
" Interim Director of Public Worl_(s '

DENNIS HUNTER
Assistant Division Engineer
Land Development Division

JMS:jmw
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Q‘ ' Department of Toxic Substances ( ontrol
Alan .c. Lioyd, Ph.D, 1011 N. Grandview Avenue © Amold S.m;sger
Agency Secretaty -Glendale, California 91201 + Govemor . .

CarePa

February 23, 2005

Mr. Nagalingam Rajakumar
Assistant Superintendent
Eastside Union.School District -
45006 North 30" Street

- Lancaster, California 93535

APPROVAL OF PRELIMINARY ENDANGERMENT ASSESS AENT, PROPOSED
COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL, AVENUE J-4 AND 27! STREET EAST,
LANCASTER (SITE CODE 304438)

Dear Mr. Rajakumar:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) review: d the revised Prelimlnary
Endangerment Assessment (PEA), prepared by Leighton Col sulting, Inc., dated and .
received February 4, 2005, for the subject site. The PEA pre ents data collected during
PEA investigation activities and conclusions based on a PEA sk screening evaluation.

The 12.5-acre site is currently vacant but was used for agricy lure from at least 1953
until between 1988 and 1993. Examination of aerial photogr: phs shows the presence’

of buildings thought to be chicken coops in the southern port in of the property. These
structures disappeared by 1993. The northern portion of the operty has been used for
growing alfalfa. ,

DTSC has received correspondence, dated February 17, 20t 5, indicating the Eastside:
Union School District (EUSD) has complied with all public re iew and comment:
requirements set forth in the California Education Code, Sec on 17213.1(a)(6)(A) for -
the subject site. According to the notice, EUSD held a public hearing on .
February 16, 2005 and a public review petlod ending Februz y 16, 2905, on the PEA for
the Site. During the public comment period and hearing. EL 3D received no comments

regarding the PEA. '

Based on the findings of the PEA investigation, neither an a tual or potential releass of
hazardous materials nor the presence of a naturally occurrir 3 hazardous material, -
which would pose a threat to human health or the environm nt under unrestricted land
use, was indicated at the Site. The PEA concludes that no* irther investigation‘of the .
Site is required. DTSC concurs with the PEA conclusions & 1d hereby approves the
PEA. S

@ Printed ori Recycled Paper



M Rajekumar o : R
February 23, 2005 : L
Page Two - _ . : oot

in accordance with California Education Code, section 17213. , subsection (e), if; at .
anytime during construction at a schobl site, a praviously unid: ntified release or.
threatened release of a hazardous material or the presence of a naturally oocurring
hazardous material is discovered, the school district shall cea: 3 all constmctlon
activities at the site, notify and take actlons as required by DT: C. :

If you have any questions, piease contact the Project Manage , Ms. Jenmfer Jones at _
(818) 551-2973, or me at (818) 551-2821.

Sincerely,

o)
Geotrs Kforegy~ S
Javier Hingjosa, Chief

Glendale/Sacramiento Branch ) ,
School Property Evaluation and Cleanup Division

cc:.  Mr, Joseph L. Montoya, CEG, CHG
Project Manager
Leighton Consulting, Inc,
26074 Avenue Hall, Suite 2
" Santa Clarita, California 91355. -

" TotAL P23
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COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
City of Lancaster

- — TRAFFIC STUDY —
AUGUST 11, 2004

Prepared for:

HDR _
- 251 S. Lake Avenue, Suite 1000
Pasadena, California 91101
Telephone (626) 584-1742
Fax (626) 584-1750 ,

Prepared by:

Willdan
27042 Towne Centre Drive, Suite 270
Foothill Ranch, California 92610
Telephone (949) 470-8840
Fax (949) 770-9041



Serving Public A . Foothill Ranch, California 92610
erving U. IC Agencies 949/470-8840 fax 949/770-9041
www.willdan.com

w WI LI_DAN 27042 Towne Centre Drive, Suite 270 |

August 11, 2004

Ms. Irena Finkelstein

HDR

251 S. Lake Avenue, Suite 1000
Pasadena, CA 91101 ‘

SUBJECT: COLUMBIA ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - TRAFFIC STUDY
CITY OF LANCASTER

Dear Ms. Finkelstein:

This study presents a summary of traffic factors related to the propbsed Columbia
Elementary School project to be located on the southwest corner of 27" Street East and
Avenue J-4 in the City of Lancaster. The analyses contained in this study are based upon
information provided by you, contact with school district representatives and City Staff, field

studies conducted by our staff, and standard reference materials.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project consists of developing a parcel of land on the southwest corner of
27th Street East and Avenue J-4 with an elementary school (Columbia Elementary School).
The proposed project site covers approximately 12 acres and is currently vacant. Figure
1 illustrates the location of the proposed Columbia Elementary School in relationship to the
existing surrounding street system. The segment of Avenue J-4 frdm 27" Street East

~ westerly to 26" Street East, which currently does not eXist, is planned to be constructed

Willdan Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster



No Scale

AVENUE J

LANCASTER BLVD

EAST

25TH STREET |JEAST
26TH STREET

27TH STREET{ EAST

AVENUE J-8

LANCASTE

26TH

AVENUE J-4 R Y
R PROJECT
SITE =7

AVENUE K

¢

VENUE J-4,

---—

4+

City of Lancaster

JOB# 14481

WILLDAN

CHALLENGER WAY

20TH STREET EAST

LEGEND

. = STUDY INTERSECTIONS

30TH STREET EAST

32TH STREET EAST
35TH STREET EAST

40TH STREET EAST

50TH STREET EAST

FIGURE 1
Project Location.




in conjunction with the proposed project. The site plan for the proposed Columbia

Elementary School is presented on Figure 2.

The site plan on Figure 2 shows that the school buildings would be located in the northern
half of the project éite_, with the athletic facilities occupying the southern portion of the
elementary school site. Access to the elementary school would be provided via driveways
on both Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East. Two parking lots are planned for the eleméntary
school; a visitor parking lot is to be located on Avenue J-4, with a staff parking lot located
on 27" Street East. As presented on the project sité plan (Figure 2), a “one-way drive-
- through” lane would exist adjacent to each parking lot, which would allow ingress arid
egress to the parking lots and also serve as the drop-off / pick-up areas for students.
Figure 2 also shows that the “one-way drive-through” lane adjacent to the visitor barking
lot would operate from west to east; with ingresé only via the westerly driveway and egress
only from the easterly driveway on Avenue J-4. Similarly, regarding the “one-way drive-
through” lane adjacent to the staff parking lot, the one-way operations are shown to be
from north to south; with vehicles entering only via the northerly driveway and exiting only
fromthe southérly driveway on 27" Street East. A third driveway would be provided on 27"
Street East, north of the ingress only driveway, to be utilized by service vehicles only. it
should be noted that the project site plan (Figure 2) labels the “one-way drive-through”
lane off of 27" Street East as “Bus Drop Off”; however, at this time, no bus service is
planned for this proposed elementary school. The need for student busing at this school
site may be evaluated in the future. It is anticipated that on rare occasions buses may

access the elementary school site (i.e. for field trips or special events).

| The proposed elementary school (Columbia Elementary School) is planned to enroll
approximately 850 students. School operations would follow the traditional school year
calendar and a typical school day is planned from approximately 9:00 AM to 3:30 PM
(these times can vary by a half-hour either way). This elementary school is planned as a
“‘walk-in” school;. and, therefore, busing is not planned to be provided for students

attending this school at this time. It is assumed that the elementary school students would

Willdan Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster
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be driven to/from school or would walk to/from school. Approximately 35 staff members

are anticipated to work at the proposed Columbia Elementary School'.

EXISTING (YEAR 2004) CONDITIONS

27" Street East is a north-south roadway, which exists in segments from Avenue | to
Avenue K in the City of Lancaster. In the study area, 27" Street East provides two Ianes
of undivided travel from Avenue J-4 to Avenue K and serves a residential area. The
segment of 27" Street East, north of Avenue J-4 to Avenue J-2, currently does not exist
and there are no plans to construct this segment as a part of the proposed project. North
of Avenue J-2, the two undivided lanes of 27" Street East provide access to a church and
other residential land uses. The posted speed limit on 27" Street East is 25 miles per hour
(MPH). |

Avenue J-4 has an east-west alignment and, in the study area, only exists between 25"
Street East and 26™ Street East and then again between 27" Street East and 30" Street
East. Both segments of Avenue J-4 have two undivided travel lanes and serve residential
areas.’ In conjunction with the development of the proposed elementary school, the
segment of Avenue J-4 between 26" Street East and 27" Street East (adjacent to the

project site) would be constructed.

26" Street East runs in a north-south direction from Avenue J to Avenue J-4 in the vicinity
of the proposed project. It serves a residential area with two undivided lanes of travel.

30" Street East generally provides between two and three travel lanes in the study area
with a north-south alignment. North of Avenue J-8, 30" Street East is mostly unimproved,
adjacent to undeveloped land parcels, and has a posted speed limit of 55 MPH. To the

south of Avenue J-8, some residential uses are served by‘-30“‘ Street East.

! Information regarding the proposed Columbia Elementary School project in the City of Lancaster
was obtained through contact with a representative of the Eastside Union School District.

Willdan : Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 ’ , City of Lancaster



Avenue J is an east-west roadway which runs through the City of Lancaster. Access to
“ the Antelope Valley (S.R. 14) Freeway is provided by Avenue J. In the vicinity of the
proposed project, Avenue J provides two undivided lanes of travel. Residential, agricultural

uses, and undeveloped land are served by Avenue J in the study area.

Avenue J-8 provides two undivided lanes of east-west travel in the project vicinity. In the
study area, it currently only exists between 27" Street East and 30" Street East, serving
a residential area.

Avenue K isa .roadway with an east-west alignment, which serves the City of Lancaster.
Full access to the Antelope Valley (S.R. 14) Freeway is provid'éd via Avenue K. In the
project vicinity, Avenue K has three to four’lanes of travel divided by a two-way left turn
lane. Mostly residential land uses are served by Avenue K in the study area. The posted
speed limit on Avenue K varies between 50 and 55 MPH.

Contact was made with the City of Lancaster, Traffic Engineering Department and if was
determined that a total of ten intersections in the vicinity of the proposed project should be
analyzed as a part of this traffic study. One of the study intersections is signalized, while
the remaining nine study intersections are unsignélized. The ten study intersections are

listed below and their locations are illustrated on Figure 1, presented earlier.

Willdan — ' Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster



30" Street East / Avenue K 27" Street East / AvenueJ
(Two-Way STOP controlled
for 27" Street East approaches only)

27" Street East /| Avenue J-4 *
(Uncontrolied intersection;
currently, only northbound right turn
and westbound left turn movements)

27" Street East / Avenue J-8
(T-intersection; Two-Way STOP controlled
for 27™ Street East approaches only)

27th Street East /| Avenue K
(T-intersection; Two-Way STOP controlled
for 27" Street East approach only)

26th Street East. / Avenue J
(T-intersection; Two-Way STOP controlled
for 26" Street East approach only)

26" Street East / Avenue J-4.*
(Uncontrolled intersection;
currently, only southbound right turn
and eastbound left turn movements)

30™ Street East / AvenueJ »
(All-Way STOP controlled)

30" Street East / Avenue J-4 i
(T-intersection; Two-Way STOP controlled
for Avenue J-4 approach only)

30™ Street East / Avenue J-8
(T-intersection; Two-Way STOP controlled
for Avenue J-8 approach only)

* These study intersections currently have only two legs with non-conflicting movements. Due to

these factors (and also very low traffic volumes), these study intersections are not analyzed under

“Existing” or “Opening Day Without Projecf’ conditions. With the development of the proposed

elementary school project, the segment of Avenue J-4 between 26" Street East and 27" Street
East would be constructed, adding a third leg to these study intersections.

Existing AM and PM peak hour traffic counts were conducted at the study intersections by
Traffic Data Services, Inc., a traffic counting firm. Counts were conducted in January and
‘May of 2004 and existing field data were also collected for use in the overall analyses.
(Three of the 30" Street study intersections were previously counted in January 2004 for
another project in the study area, while the remaining study locations were counted in May
2004.) In order to account for elementary school traffic on the roadways, the study
intersections were counted from 7:00 to 9:30 AM and from 3:00 to 6:00 PM, which is a
slight extension of the typical AM and PM count periods (7:00 - 9:00 AM and 4:00 - 6:00

Willdan Columb:a Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster



PM). Appendix A c‘:’bhtains all of the count data for the study intersectionsi : Figure 3
présents the Existing (Year 2004) geometrics and controls at the ten study intersections,
along with the existing configuration of the surrounding roadways. The Existing (Year
2004) AM and PM peak hour volumes at the study intersections are illustrated on Figure
4. Figure 5 shows the existing average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for roadway segments
in the study area. These ADT volumeé were estimated based upon the peak two-way
volumes from the Existing (Year 2004) intersection count data (présented in Appendix A),

which were then multiplied by a factor of ten (10).

Intersection Anal ses - Existing (Year 2004) Conditions

The 2000 Highway Capacity ManUal software (HCS 2000) was utilized for analyzing both
the signalized and unsignalized study intersections in these traffic analyses. In these
intersection analyses procedures, the operating conditions are defined in terms of Levels
of Service (LOS). The Levels of Service are described as letter “grades”, which are
associated with vehicle delay. times, where “A” is considered the best and “F”" is over
capacity. Itis generally recognized that LOS A through D represent acceptable intersection
operations, while LOS E and F indicate an over capacity (unacceptable) situation. An

explanation of Level of Service as it 'relates to vehicle delay is provided in Appendix B.

Table 1 summarizes the results of the intersection analyses under the Existing (Year 2004)
conditions. As shown in Table 1, all of the study intersections currently operate at
acceptable Levels of Service (LOS A and B) during both the AM and PM peak hours. (It
should be stated again that the 27" Street East/ Avenue J-4 and 26" Street East/ Avenue
J-4 intersections are not being analyzed under “Existing” or “Opening Day Without Pro;ect”
conditions.) The supporting HCS intersection analyses worksheets can be referenced in

Appendix'C.

Traffic Signal Warrant Analvses Ex:stmq (Year 2004) Conditions
Nine of the ten intersections examlned in this traffic study are currently unsignalized.

Seven of these unsignalized study intersections were .analyzed to determine whether a

traffic signal is warranted at any of these locations under the Existing (Year 2004)

Willdan : Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster
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conditions. (As previously noted, the 27" Street East and 26" Street East intersections
~ with Avenue J-4 are not being analyzed under “Existing” or “Opening Day Without Project’
conditions.) Warrants for the installation of traffic signals have been developed by the
Federal Highway Administration and Caltranéz. There are 11 individual Caltrans warrants
and the satisfaction of any of these warrants indicates that signalization should be
considered. Since peak hour traffic counts were conducted at the study intersections,
" Warrant 11 - Peak Hour Volume of the Caltrans publication is the most applicable warrant
to be used in analyzing these intersections. Warrant 11 is based upon the peak (highest)

one hour of traffic.

The Caltrans Traffic Signal Warrant worksheets for Warrant 11 (including Figure 9-9 of the
Caltrans Traffic ManuaP for Rural Areas) were ‘completed for the unsignalized study
intersections and these worksheets are contained in Appendix D. Table 2 summarizes
the re:sults of the traffic signal warrant analyses under the Existing (Year 2004) conditions.
Review of the worksheets and Table 2 indicates that a signal is currently only warranted
at the 30™ Street East / Avenue J intersection. The remaining study interséctions do not
satisfy fhe Caltrans Traffic Signal Warrant (Warrant 11) under the Existing (Y'e'ar 2004)

conditions.

Although signalization is currently warranted at the study intersection of }30"‘ Street East
/ Avenue J, this intersection is shown (in Table 1, previously presented) to have acceptable
(Level of Service B) operations during both peak hours under the Existing (Year 2004)
conditions. Since the 30™ Street East / Avenue J intersection is currently operating
acceptably as an unsignalized intersection, the installation of a traffic signal is not

recommended under the 'Existing (Year 2004) conditions.

Traffic Manual; Chapter 9, “Traffic Signals and Lightirg”; California DepadMent of
Transporiation (Caltrans); July 1996.

3 Traffic Manual; Chapter 9, “Traffic Signals and Lighting™:. op.cit.
Willdan . Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study

#14481 City of Lancaster
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OPENING DAY (YEAR 2006) WITHOUT PROJECT CONDITIONS

It was determined through contact with the City of Lancaster, Traffic Engineering
Department that these traffic analyses for the proposed Columbia Elementary School
project should include evaluation of the study intersections under Opening Day conditions
(for the proposed elementary school), both without and with the proposed project. The
Opening Day Without Project conditions reflect Existing (Year 2004) traffic volumes, plus
ambient growth in the study area (up to the proposed elementary school’s Opening D?y),

plus other area projects traffic volumes.

Ambient Growth » .

The proposed Columbia Elementary School project is anticipated to be fully built and
occupied with the maximum attendance of 850 students in August 2006 (approximately 2.5
years)*. The Existing (Year 2004) peak hour volumes at the study intersections were then
projected to the future Year 2006. A growth rate of two percent per year was utilized in
these analyses based upon discussions with City of Lancaster Staff. Future, pre-project
traffic volumes are calculated by applying the growth factor (two percent per year) to th_e
existing peak hour traffic count volumes, utilizing the equation (1 +i)" ; where “i\" is thé
growth factor and “n” is the number of years of growth. These future volumes (existing plus
growth; before the proposed project is added) account for any general area traffic growth
~and also include thve impacts of any other area projects which are not speciﬁcally identified

in this traffic study.

Other Area Projects

The City of Lancaster, Planning Department was contacted to detérmine if there were any
“‘other area” projects in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Columbia Elementary School
project which should be included in these traffic analyses. Review of the other area project

information received from City Staff®, along with examination of the City of Lancaster's

Per contact with an Eastside Union School District repfesentative.

“Development Summary Report”; City of Lancaster, Department of Community Development;
Report of January 2003 - April 2004.

Willdan Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster
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website®, identified a total of 28 other area' projects (within an approximate two mile radius
of the proposed elementary school site) for inclusion in these analyses. Most of the other
area projects in the study area are single family residential developments along with some
shopping centerland use, a church expansion, and a high school. The other area projects
considered in this traffic study are listed in Table 3 and their locations in relationship to the
proposed elementary school project and the surrounding street system are illustrated on
Figure 6. The potential traffic impacts of these specific other area projects are examined

in these traffic evaluations.

Trig(”Generation and Assignment - Other Area Projects

Trip generation rates and equations determined to be applicable to the other area projects
were referenced from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication, Trip
Generation’, and are listed in Table 3, previously preSented These trip generation rates
/ equations were then applied to the other area projects and the resulting trip ends
generated by each project are also presented in Table 3. As shown in Table 3, the other
area projects are estimated to generate a total of 25,890 daily trip ends, of which 2,930
(1,265 In, 1,665 Out) trip ends would occur during the AM peak hour and 3, 840 (2,120 In,

1,720 Out) trip ends would occur dLmng the PM peak hour.

| Distribution percentages were developed for the other area projects based upon a review
of regional land uses, the types of land uses proposed, the surrounding street system, and
the proximity of freeway access. The estimated other area project trip ends, identifi ed in
Table 3, were then assigned to the ten study mtersectlons based upon these assumed
distribution percentages. The total resulting AM and PM peak hour trip ends related to the

other area projects are illustrated on Figure 7.

6 The Clty of Lancaster's website was also examined to obtain data regarding the most recent “other
area” projects being considered by City Staff.
7 Trip Generation, 7" Edition; Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE); 2003.
Willdan s Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster
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TABLE 3

TRIP GENERATION - OTHER AREA PROJECTS

Columbia Elementary School - City of Lancaster

TRIP RATES :
Single Family Resldential Per ‘ ‘ )
(ITE Land Use 210) Dwelling Unit (DU) 9.57 019 0.56 064 0.37
Mobile Home Park Per Occupied . .
(ITE Land Use 240) Dwelling Unit (DU) 4.99 0.09 0.35 0.37 0.22
>Church Per 1,000 '
(ITE Land Use 560) Square Feet (SF) 9.11 039 " 0.33 0.34 0.32
"TRIP EQUATIONS : | | '
Shopping Center Per 1,000 Daily: Ln(T) = 0.65 Ln(X) + 5.83
(ITE Land Use 820) .| Square Feet (SF) | AM Peak Hour: Ln(T)=0.60 Ln(X) +2.29 (61% In, 39% Out)
PM Peak Hour: 1n(T)=0.66 Ln(X)+ 3.40 (48% In, 52% Out)

‘ Daily & PM Passby Reduction = 34% ©
. . aly o TV assyy Reduclion =S4k |

TRIP ENDS:

1) Retail Pads - CUP No. 99-10 (Northwest Corner of 20" St. East / Avenue J)

- Shopping Center 100,000 SF - 6,790 95 60 300 325
(approx.)*®

2) Mobile Home Park-Expansion - SPR No. 03-02 (West Side of 30" St. East ; South of Avenue ) ® '

- Mobile Homes 33DU 170 5 10 10 10

3) Residential Tract Completion - TTM No. 31588 (Southeast Corner of 25" St. East / Lancaster Blvd.) ¥
- Single Family Homes 35 DU 1 - 340 5 : 20 20 15

4) Residential Tract - TTM No. 31613 (West of 25" St. East ; South of Lancaster Bivd.) ® -

- Single Family Homes 45DU 430 10 25 30 15

5) Residential Tract Completion - TTM No. 45050 (Northeast Corner of 20" St. East / Avenue K) 3)

-Single Family Homes |  8DU 80 NOM 5 5 | 5

6) Residential Tract Completion - TTM No. 46557 (Southwest Corner of 20" St. East / Lancaster Blvd.) ®

- Single Family Homes 13DU 120 5 5 10 5

7) Residentjal Tract - TTM No. 53297 (Southwest Corner of 20" St. East/ Avenue K) @
- Single Family Homes 191 DU 1,830 . 35 105 120 70

8) Residential Tract Completion - TTM No. 47895 (Northwest Corner of Challenger Way / Avenue K-1 2@

- Single Family Homes 16 DU 150 NOM 10 10 5
(1) Trip generation rates and equations were referenced from Trip Generation, 7" Edition; Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE);, 2003,
(2) Passby reduction percentage was referenced from Trip Generation Handbook; Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), March 2001,
(3} Information regarding other area projects was obtained from a report provided by the City of Lancaster. (“Development Summary Report™, City of Lancaster,
Department of Community Development, Report of January 2003 - April 2004.)
{4 Estimated based upon several entries in the City's “Development Summary Report” (Report of January 2003 - April 2004) and also a field review performed for the

study area in April 2004.
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TABLE 3 (Cont)

TRIP GENERATION - OTHER AREA PROJECTS

Columbia Elementary School - City of Lancaster

TRIP ENDS (Cont)

9) Residential Tract Completion - TTM No. 48534 (Northeast Corner of 35™ St. East/ Avenue f) @

. Single Family Homes | 347 DU 3,320 __ 65 195 220 130
10) Residential Tract Completion - TTM No. 49864-05 (Southeast Corner of 30" St. East/ Avenee K®@ _
- Single Family Homes 5DU 50 ' NOM 5 5 NOM
11) Residential Tract Completion - TTM No. 49864-06 (Southwest Corner of 32™ Street East / Avenue K)
- Single Family Homes 16 DU 150 NOM 10 10 5
12) Residential Tract - TTM No. 54025 (Southeast Corner of 20"‘ St. East / Lancaster Bivd.) ¥
- Single Family Homes 98 DU _ 940 20 55 65 35
" 13) Residentlal Tract - TTM No. 54315 (Southwest Corner of 30" St. East / Newgrove st. )@
" - Single Family Homes 19 DU 180 5 10 15 5
" 14) Residential Tract - TTM No. 54365 (Southeast Corner of 30" St. East / Avenue K) @ »
- Single Family Homes 44 DU‘ 420 10 25 30 15
15) Residential Tract - TTM. No. 54366 (East of Challenger Wey ; North Side of Ave'nue K-8) © i
- Single Family Homes 28 DU 270 5 15 20 10
16) Residential Tract - TTM Ne". 54368 (Southeast Corner of Carol Dr. / Avenue K-4)® - '
- Single Family Homes 200U 190 5 10 15 5
17) Residential Tract - TTM No. 060044 (Southwest Corner of 20" St. East / Avenue I) © |
" - Single Fami'ly Homes 109 DU 1,040 ’ 20 60 70 40
18) Residential Tract - TTM No. 54274 (Northeast Corner of 20* St. East /' Kettering St.)
- Single Family Homes 80 bu 770 15 45 50v _ 30
19) Re51dent|a| Tract- TTM No 54439 (Southeast Corner of 25" St, East / Avenue J-8) @
" - Slngle Family Homes | 34 DU 330 1 5 20 20 15
|| 20) Residential Tract - TTM No. 060133 (Southwest Corner of 30" St. East I Avenue J) @
“ - Single Family Homes 125 DU 1,200 25 70 80 .> 45

3

Information regarding other area projects was obtained from a report provided by the Cily of Lancaster. (“Development Summary Report"

Depariment of Community Development; Report of January 2003 - April 2004.)

18
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TABLE 3 (Cont.)

TRIP GENERATION - OTHER AREA PROJECTS

Columbia Elementary School - City of Lancaster

TRIP ENDS (Cont): ‘
21) Residential Tract - TTM No. 060147 (Northwest Corner of 25th St. East / Avenue J) © _

- Single Family Homes 122 DU 1,170 20 70 80 45 -
22) Residential Tract - TPM No. 060409 (Northeast Corner of Challenger Way / Avenue J-7) ¥

" .Single Family Homes 4DU 40 NOM 5 5 NOM

23) Residential Tract - TTM No. 060780 (Southeast Corner of 25" Street East / Avenue K)

- Single Family Hémes 41 DU 390 ‘ 5 25 25 15
24) Church Expansion - CUP No. 03-10 (Northeast Corner of Challenger Way / Avenue ) ©

- Church 29,331 SF 270 10 10 10 10

25) Residential Tract - TTM No. 060512 (Southwest Corner of 17 Street East / Avenue J) %

- Single Family Homes 83 DU 790 15 45 55 30
26) Residential Tract - TTM No. 060154 (Southeast Comner of 30™ Street East / Avenue J)

- Single Family Homes 139 DU 1,330 25 80 90 50
II 27) Reéidential Tract - TTM No. 061079 (Southwest Corner of Carpenter Drive / Avenue K-6) ‘
" - Single Family Homes 10 DU 100 NOM 5 5 5
" 28) Eastside High School (Southwest Corner of 35™ St. East/ Avenue J-8) ©
I - High School 3,500 Students 3,030 860 665 745 780
l TOTAL TRIP ENDS 25,890 1,265 1,665 2,126 1,720

3)
(5

(€)

Information regarding other area projects was obtained from a report provided by the City of Lancaster. (“Development Summary Report”, City of Lancaster,

Department of Community Development; Report of January 2003 - April 2004.)

The City of Lancaster’s website was examined (Planning Commission Meeting Minutes) and it was determined that these more recent projects (located within the vicinity
of the proposed elementary school project) should be included in the list of other area projects being analyzed in this traffic study. These other area projects are not

included within the City's latest update of the “Devefopment Summary Report” (Report of January 2003 - April 2004).

Trip generation data for Eastside High School was obtained from a recently completed traffic study for this project. (“Eastside High School, City of Lancaster, Traffic

Study”; Willdan; July 9, 2004.)
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Intersection Analyses - Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project Conditions

The other area project traffic volumes (as shown on Figure 7) were added to the Existing
(Year 2004) plus ambient growth traffic volumes at the ten study intersections, so the
intersection analyses could be recalculated for the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without
Project conditions. Figure 8 illustrates the resulting Opening Day (Year 2006) Without
Project (existing plus growth plus other) AM and PM peak hour volumes at the ten study
intersections, which were utilized in these analyses. The Opening Day (Year 2006)
Without Project daily (ADT) volumes on the surrounding roadways are presented on

Figure 9.

The Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project peak hour volumes (as presented on Figure
8) were then utilized in the HCS intersection analyses in order to evaluate the operations
at the study intersections prior to the addition of the proposed elementary school project.
As shown in Table 1 (provided earlier in this study), under the Opening Day (Year 2006)
Without Project conditions, three of the study .intersections would continue to operate
acceptably (at Levels of Service A through C) during both the AM and PM peak hours,
while five of the study intersections would have unacceptable L.OS E or F operations during
one or both pea'k' hours. (As previously noted, the two study intersections of 27" Street
East / Avenue J-4 and 26™ Street East / Avenue J-4 are not being analyzed under the
“Existing” or “Opening Day Without Projecf" conditions.) The five study intersections which
would operate unacceptably under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project
conditions are 27" Street East / Avenue J (LOS E - AM), 26™ Street East / Avenue J (LOS
E - PM), 30" Street East / Avenue J (LOS F - AM and PM), 30" Street East / Avenue J-4
(LOS E - AM), and 30™ Street East / Avenue J-8 (LOS F - AM and PM). The supporting

HCS intersection analyses worksheets can be found in Appendix C.

Traffic Signal Warrant Analyses - Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project
Conditions '

The unsignalized study intersections were again analyzed to determine whether
signalization Would be warranted at these locations under the Opening Day (Year 2006)

Without Project (existing plus growth plus other) conditions. Table 2 (previously provided

Willdan . Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 ) City of Lancaster
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in this study) summarizes the results of the traffic signal warrant analyses, while Appendix
D contains the supporting Calfrans Traffic Signal Warrant worksheets. It is noted that the
intersection of 30" Street East / Avenue J was previously shown to satisfy the signal
warrant under the Existing (Year 2004) conditions. As shown in Table 2, the two study
intersections of 27" Street East / Avenue K and 30" Street East / Avenue J-8 would
wérrant signalization under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions. | The
remaining unsignalized study intersections would not sétisfy the warrant for signalization
under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions. (As mentioned earlier in
this traffic study, the 27" Street East and 26" Street East intersections with Avenue J-4 are
not being analyzed under the “Existing” or “Opening Day Without Project’ conditions.)

As pFeViously presented in Table 1, the study intersection of 27" Street East / Avenue K
would have acceptable (Levels of Service B and C) operations during both peak hours
under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions. Even though signalization
is shown to be warranted at this location under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without
Project conditions, since this intersection operates acceptably as an unsignalized
intersection, the installation of a traffic signal would not be recommended under the

Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions.

Improvements - Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project Conditions

Under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions, five of the study
intersections (27" Street East / Avenue J, 26" Street East / Avenue J, 30" Street East /
Avenue J, 30" Street East / Avenue J-4, and 30" Street East / Avenue J-8) would have

unacceptable Levels of Service E or F operations during one or both peak hours, as

previously shown in Table 1. Therefore, improvements are necessary at these locations

in order to achieve acceptable intersection operations.

As identified in Table 2, provided earlier in this study, signal warrants have been satisfied
at two of thé study intersections (30™ Street East / Avenue J - under “Existing” conditions
and 30" Street East/ Avenue J-8 - under “Opening Day Without Project’ conditions), which
are shown to operate unacceptably (LOS F) under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without

Willdan Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster
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Project conditions. With the implementation of the warranted signalization at the study
intersections of 30™ Street East / Avenue J and 30™ Street East / Avenue J-8, along with
other improvements which were identified as necessary at these locations in a previously
completed traffic study?, it can be seen (in Table 1) that the interséction operations at
these two study intersections would be improved to acceptable Levels of Service B and C
during both peak hours under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions.
[At 30" Street East / Avenue J, the improvements include a separate northbound left turn
lane and a separate eastbound right turn lane being added to the intersection, along with
signalization. At 30" Street East/ Avenue J-8, in addition to signalization, the westbound
approach to the intersection is added (consisting of one left turn lane and one through /
right combination lane) and restriping would provide one left turn lane and one through/
right combination lane on the remaining intersection legs.] The supporting HCS

intersection anélyses.worksheets are provided in Appendix C.

| Under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions, improvements are also
shown to be necessary at the unsignalized study intersections of 27" Street East / Avenue
J and 26" Street East / Avenue J in order to achieve acceptable intersection operations.
- Ithas been determined (and can be seen in Table 1) that with the addition of a westbound
through lane (for a total of two) at both the 27" Street East / Avenue J and 26" Street East
/ Avenue J interséctions, the unacceptable LOS E operations during the Opening Day
(Year 2006) Without Project conditions would be improved to acceptable Levels of Service
(LOS C and D) at both locations. Appendix C can be reviewed for the supporﬁng HCS

intersection analyses worksheets.

Review of Table 1 indicates that the study intersection of 30" Street East / Avenue J-4
would also have unacceptable LOS E operations during the AM peak hour under the
Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions. The addition of an added
northbound through lane (for a total of two) to 30" Street East / Avenue J-4 would improve
the intersection operations under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions

8 “Eastside High School, City of Lancaster, Traffic Study”, Willdan; July 9, 2004.
Willdan Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
#14481 City of Lancaster
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from LOS E to an acceptable LOS D during the AM peak hour (as identified in Table 1).
The supporting HCS intersection analyses worksheets are available in Appendix C.

It is noted that the improvements (including signalization) that are shown to be necessary
in order to achieve acceptable intersection operations under the Opening Day (Year 2006)
With(;ut Project conditions are assumed to be in place for the remaining interéebtidn
analyses conditions (*Opening Day With Project’) in this traffic study.

PROJECT CONDITIONS

'vTriQ Generation - Proposed Project | _
In order to analyze the potential traffic impacts of the proposed Columbia Elemehtafy

Schodl project, itis necessary to estimate the trip generation of this proposed project. Tri.p
generation rates are generally referenced from the Institute of Transportation Engineers

(ITE) publication, Trip Generation®. The standard trip generation rates for an Elementary

School land use found in the /TE publication are usually applied to schools which are
Iocated in Urban areas, where the majority of the students would walk to school. Since the
~ proposed elementary school is located in a relatively rural area and only a small
percentage of the students are assumed td walk to school (about 25 percent)“‘, it was,
therefore, determined that the /TE Elementary School trip generation rates would not be

applicable to the proposed Columbia Elementary School project.

Information needed in ordef to determine the trip generation for the proposed Columbia
Elementafy School project was then obtained through contact with a representative of the
Eastside Union School Districtin the City of Lahcaster. The information collected included
a description of the proposed elementary school (the number Qf students to be enrolled,
the availability of busing, etc.).; the estimated percentages of students assumed to walk

to school, to be bused, or to be driven by parents; and the number of faculty / staff

Trip Generation, 7" Edition; op.cit.

10 Information regarding the proposed Columbia Elementary School project in the City of Lancaster
was obtained through contact with an Eastside Union School District representative.

Willdan | Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
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members anticipated to work at the proposed eleme‘nfary school site. These data are
summarized‘in Table 4; along with assumptions utilized in these trip generation analyses
which are based upon traffic engineering judgement; >and also the directional distribution
pércentages for an Elementary School land use referenced from the ITE publicatioh". The
method used to calculate the daily trip generation for the proposed Columbia Elementary

School project is also shown in Table 4.

Table 5 lists the trip ends projected to be generated by the parent-driven vehicles and the
staff vehicles of the proposed elementary school project. (As noted in the previously
presented Table 4 and as mentioned earlier in this study, bus service will not be made
available to students at this time.) As shown in Table 5, the proposed Columbia
Elementafy School project (850 students maximum) is estimated to generate a total of
1 350 dally trip ends, with 675 (340 In, 335 Out) trip ends occurring during the AM peak
hour and 675 (335 In, 340 Out) trip ends occurring durlng the PM peak hour.

itis possible that the PM peak of the proposed Columbia Elementary School project may
fall within the “street” peak hour, which occurs between the hours of 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM.
In order to p'rovide a “worst case” analysis, all of the vehicle traffic associated with the
proposed elementary school was assumed to peak during the PM “street’ peak hour.
Another assumption in these trip generation analyses is that all of the parent-driven
vehicles are assumed to enter and exit the proposed project site during each of the AM
and PM peak periods, since they are dropping-off students (AM peak hour) or picking-up
students (PM peazk hour). These assumptions are reflected in the trip géneration analyses

for the proposed project, presented in Table 5.

Tnp Distribution and Ass:gmment Proposed Project

Distribution percentages were developed for the proposed Columb/a Elementary School
project based upon a review of regional land use, the type of land use proposed, and the
proposed surrounding street system. In conjunction with the Columbia Elementary School

Trip Generation, 7" Edition; op.cit.

Willdah Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
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TABLE 4

INFORMATION TO DETERMINE TRIP GENERATION - PROPOSED PROJECT

Columbia Elementary School - City of Lancaster

25% Students " 75% Students 0% Students
o ‘Walk _ A Dropped-Off (Parents) " o Bused "
210 Students 640 Students .7 . 0 Students
Walk . _ Dropped-Off B Bused
PARENT VEHICLES: '

+ For vehicles driven by parents, the typical vehicle occupancy is assumed to be 2 students per car.

<4 Assume 4 trips per day per parent-driven car.

STAFF VEHICLES:

-4 35 staff members are estimated ™.

<4 For vehicles driven by staff members, the vehicle occupancy is assumed to be 1 person per car.

4 Assume 2 trips per day per staff member vehicle.

DAILY TRIP GENERATION CALCULATION:

+ Parents: 640 Students + 2 (Vehicle Occupancy) = 320 Vehicles X 4trips = ’1,280 trips

4+ Staff: 35 Staff Members + 1 (Vehicle Occupancy) = 35 Vehicles X 2trips = 70 trips

4 TOTAL DAILY TRIPS ESTIMATED = 1,350 TRIPS

PEAK HOUR - DIRECTIONAL DISTRIBUTION USED FOR HIGH SCHOOL:

ITE Directional Distribution for an AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Elementary Schooi (Land Use 520) © In: 55% Out: 45% In: 45% Out: 55%

{1 Information obtained through conversations with a representative for the Eastside Union School District.
2) This estimate is conservative, since some of these students may ride bicycles.
(3) Information referenced from Trip Generation, 7 Edition; Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE); 2003.
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TABLE 5

TRIP GENERATION - PROPOSED PROJECT

C;)Iumbia Elementary School - City of Lancaster

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - 850 STUDENTS
. Parents 320 Vehicles 1,280 320 _‘2’ . 3200 3209 320
Staff 35 Vehicles 70 20 15 15 © 20
Buses @ 0 Buses — _— — , _ —
TOTAL 1,350 340 335 335 - 340
1) The Elementary School PM peak would not fall within the “streef” peak hour (which oceurs between 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM). I order to provide a
: “worst case” scenario, all of the vehicle traffic associated with Columbia Elementary School was assumed to peak during the PM “street” peak
hour.
2 All of the parent vehicles are assumed to enter and exit the Elementary School during each peak period, since they are dropping-off students (AM
peak hour) or picking-up students (PM peak hour). . i
(3) No busing is anticipated for this school at this time.
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project development, the segment of Avenue J-4 from 27" Street East westerly to 26
Street East is planned to be constructed. The construction of this segment of Avenue J-4
would add additional legs to two study intersections (27" Street East / Avenue J-4 — the
west leg; and 26™ Street East / Avenue J-4 — the east leg.) This segment of Avenue J-4,
along with the additional intersection legs, are assumed to be a part of the street system
in the determination of the distribution percentages for the proposed elementary school
project. The general distribution pattern developed for the proposed Columbia Elementary

School project is illustrated on Figure 10.

The proposed project generated trip ends (identified in Table 5) were then assigned to the
proposed street system based upon the distribution percentages on Figure 10 and also
the project access points shown on the site plan for the proposed elementary school
(Figure 2, presented earlier in this study). Figure 11 presents the resulting project only
AM and PM peak hour trip assignment volumes at the ten study intersections. The project

“only daily (ADT) volumes on the surrounding roadways are illustrated on Figure 12.

 OPENING DAY (YEAR 2006) WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

In order to analyze the potential traffic impacts of the proposed Columbia Elementary
School project upon the surrounding street system, the ten study intersections were
evaluated under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project (existing plus growth plus other
plus project) conditions. The proposed project only traffic volumes at the study
intersections (és previously illustrated on Figure 11) were then added to the Opening Day
(Year 2006) Without Project volumes (previously shown on Figure 8), so the HCS
intersection analyses could be recalculated for the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project
conditions. Figure 13 illustrates the Opening Day (Year'2006) With Project (existing plus
growth plus other plus project) AM and PM peak hour volumes at the ten study
intersections. The Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project daily (ADT) volumes on the

surrounding roadways are presented on Figure 14.

Willdan ‘ Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
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Intersection Analyses - Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project Conditions.

The Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project (existing plus growth plus other plus project)
volumes, as shown on Figure 13 (p)reviously presented), were then-utilized in the HCS
intersection analyses in order to analyze the potential project impacts upon the ten study
intersections. The intersection analyses for the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project
conditions also include the additional intersection legs and added traffic movements to two
study intersections (27" Street East / Avenue J-4 and 26™ Street East / Avenue J-4), which
would result with the project related construction of Avenue J-4 from 27" Street East

westerly to 26™ Street East.

The Avenue J-4 connection would add the west leg to the 27" Street East / Avenue J-4
intersection, forming a “T"-shaped. intersection. One approach lane is assumed for each
leg and it is recommended that this study intersection be STOP sign controlled for all
approaches. Similarly, the connection of Avenue J-4 would also create the east leg of the
26" Street East / Avenue J-4 intersection. This intersection would become a T
intersection and it is recommended that it be STOP sign controlled for all approaches.
Therefore, underthe Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions, both of these study
intersections (27" Street East / Avenue J-4 and 26" Street East / Avenue J-4) were
analyzed as All-Way STOP contrdlled intersections with one lane for each approach.

Also, as noted earlier in this traffic study, the intersection improvements (mcludlng
signalization) which were necessary in order to achleve acceptable operating conditions
under the Opening Day Without Project conditions are assumed to be implemented and
in place for the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project analyses conditions.

Utilizing the intersection volumes on Figure 13, the intersection geometrics assumed with |
the development of the proposed Columbia Elementary School prOJect (discussed above),
* and the intersection improvements previously identified as necessary for the Opening Day
Without Project conditions, the HCS intersection analyses were recalculated for the
Opening Day (Year 2006) With Projéct conditions. Table 1, presented earlier in this study,

shows that eight of the ten study intersections would operate with acceptable Levels of

Willdan ’ Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
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Service (LOS A through C) during both the AM and PM peak hours under the Opening Day
(Year 2006) With Project conditions. It can be concluded, therefore, that the proposed
Columbia Elementary School project would not cause a significant traffic impact upon
these eight‘study intersections in the project vicinity. The supporting HCS. intersection

analyses worksheets can be found in Appendix C.

Review of Table 1 elso shows that the remaining two study intersections would operate at
an unacceptable Level of Service E or F during one or both of the peak hours with _the’v
addition of the proposed Columbia Elementary School project to the Opening Day (Year
2006) Without Project conditions. The two intersections which would operate unacceptably
are: 26" Street East/ Avenue J (LOS F - AM and PM) and 30" Street East / Avenue J-4
(LOS E - AM). Appendix C contains the supporting HCS intersection analyses

worksheets.

Traffic Signal Warrant Analyses - Opening Day (Year 2006) With Proiect Conditions

The need for signallization was again examined at the unsignalized study intersections
under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project (existing plus growth plus other plus
project) conditions. The results of the traffic signél warrant analyses ean be reviewed in
the previously presented Table 2 and the supporting Calfrans Traffic Signal Warrant
worksheets can be referenced in Appendix D. In Table 2, it can be seen that two study
intersections (26™ Street East / Avenue J and 30" Street East/ Avenue J-4) would satisfy
the traffic signal warrant under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions. The
remaining unsignalized study intersections are not shown to warrant signalization with the
addition of the proposed Columbia Elementary School project to the Opening Day (Year
2006) Without Project conditions.

Improvements - Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project Conditions

Improvements are shown to be necessary at two of the ten study intersections in order to -
achieve acceptable operations when the proposed Columbia Elementary Schoel project
~is added to the Opening Day (Year 2006) conditions. The two locations which are
operating unacceptably under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions, and

Willdan Columbia Elementary School - Traffic'Study
#14481 o City of Lancaster
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which would require improvements, are the study intersections of 26" Street East/ Avenue
J and 30" Street East / Avenue J-4.

As previously noted in Table 1, the unsignalized 26" Street East / Avenue J intersection
would operate unacceptably at Level of Service F during bpth peak hours and the
unsignalized 30" Street East / Avenue J-4 intersection would have unacceptable LOS E
operations during the AM peak hour under the Opening Day"(Year 2006) With Project
(existing plus growth plus other plus project) conditions. It is also noted in Table 2
(p'rovided earlier in this study) that the Caltrans Traffic Signal Warrant is satisfied at these
two study intersections with the addition of the proposed Columbia Elementary School
project traffic to the Opening Day (Year 2006) conditions. Implementation of traffic signals
at the study intersections of 26™ Street East / Avenue J and 30" Street East / Avenue J-4
would improve the intersection operatioris atboth of these locations to an acceptable Level
of Service A during both peak hours under the Opening Day W
conditions, as presented in Table 1. Appendix C provides the supporting HCS

intersection analyses worksheets.

Roadway Segment Analyses - Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project Conditions

In order to address potential concerns regarding increased traffic on residential streets

surround ing the proposed Columbia Elementary School project site, the amount of average
daily traffic (ADT) on these roadways under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project
conditions was evaluated. The total Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project daily traffic
(ADT) volumes estimated for the residential roadway segments adjacent to and serving the
proposed elementary school project site are listed below and are also illustrated on Figure

14 (which was presented earlier in this study).
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Avenue J-4, West of 27" Street East 675
Avenue J-4, East of 27" Street East ‘ 985 )
27" Street East, South of Avenue J-4 1,155
" 27" Street East, South of Avenue J-8 -2,315 ,
H 26" Street East, South of Avenue J | | 1,480
[ Avenue J-8, East of 27" Street East 1,870 |

All of the roadway segments examined in this traffic study within the vidinity of the
proposed project are two-lane undivided roadways; except for the segment of Avenue J-8
between 27" Street East and 30" Street East, which is a two-lane roadway divided by a

two-way left turn lane.

Roadway traffic operations are evaluated by the ratio of daily (ADT) traffic volumes to the
estimated available daily roadway capacity [volume to capacity (V/C) ratio]. The County
of Los Angeles has established capacity guidelines for various roadway geometribs. Itis
noted that for a two-lane divided roadway, the daily_capacity is 14,500; however, the
capacity for a two-lane undivided roadway is not prdvided by the County guidelines. A

secondary source, Residential Street Design and Traffic Control", was referenced to
obtain a capacity for a two-lane undivided roadway. Based upon the “moderate traffic”
description of a residential street, which is typically a two-lane undivided roadway, a
maximum daily volume of 8,000 vehicles per day (vpd) can be utilized. It should be noted
that not all of the roadway segments analyzed within this study are considered a typical

“Local Residential” street; therefore, the analyses can be considered conservative.

Utilizing the daily traffic (ADT) volumes and the daily capacities identified above, thé
volume to capacity (V/C) ratios were determined for the study rbadway segments under
the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions. The V/C ratios were then related

12 Residential Street Design and Traffic Control; Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE);
1989. '
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to Levels of Service (LOS), where LOS “A” is the best and LOS “F” is over capacity. The
reéulting Levels of Service (LOS) for the roadway segments analyzed within this study

under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions are presented below.

(675 /8,000 = 0.08)

Avenue J-4, East of 27" Street East

A
(985 /8,000 = 0.12)

27" Street East, South of Avenue J-4

A
(1,155 / 8,000 = 0.14)

27" Street East, South of Avenue J-8

A
(2,315 /78,000 = 0.29)

26" Street East, South of Avenue J -

A

(1,480 / 8,000 = 0.19)

Avenue J-8, East of 27" Street East ' A -
) ) (1,870 / 14,500 = 0.13)

As shown above, all of fhe residential foadway s‘égments in the vicinity of the proposed
Columbia Elementary School project site would operate at an acceptable LOS A under the
Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions.

CIRCULATION RECOMMENDA TIONS

With the development of the proposed Columbia Elementary School project, specifically
the construction of Avenue J-4 from 27" Street East westerly to 26" Street.East,
improvements (added legs and movements) ére assumed to be added to two study
intersections (27" Street East / Avenue J-4 and 26" Street East / Avenue J-4). Review of
Table 1 (presented earlier in this traffic study) also indicates that improvements are
required at five of the ten study intersections (27" Street East / Avenue J, 26" Street East
! Avenue J, 30" Street East / Avenue J, 30" Street East / Avenue J-4, and 30" Street /
Avenue J-8) under various analyses conditions in order to achieve acceptable operating

conditions. Figure 15 is provided to illustrate all of the circulation recommendations at the
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intersections examined in this traffic study. These improvements, which are either
assumed as a part of the development of the proposed Columbia Elementary School

project or recommended to provide acceptable intersection operations, are also listed

below.

Jr\ Pl % SANALY J 4 A AR Rt AN s B NS ASY A EATA i AN o n T A T A A AR

= :
27" Street East / Avenue J-4 Add west leg of intersection fo form a “T” intersection. (Assumed to consist of one

*
lane which would provide eastbound through and right turn movements.)

4+ Westbound approach lane would provide left turn and through movements.
4+ Northbound approach lane would provide left turn and right turn movements.
4+ Install STOP signs for all approaches (All-Way STOP)..
*
*
+
*

Add east leg of intersection to form a “T” intersection. (Assumed to consist of one
lane which would provide westbound through and right turn movements.)
Eastbound approach lane would provide left turn and through movements.
Southbound approach lane would provide left turn and right turn movements.
Install STOP signs for all approaches (All-Way STOP).

26" Street East / Avenue J-4

27t Street East / Avenue J 4 Install an additional westbound through | 4 ‘None.
lane (for a total of two).
26™ Street East / Avenue J 4 Install an additional westbound through | 4 Signalization.
lane (for a total of two). (Warranted under Opening Day With
_ ‘ Project conditions.)
30" Street East / Avenué J 4 Signalization. : 4+ None.
(Previously warranted under Existing -
Year 2004 conditions.)
4+ Install a separate northbound left tum
lane.
4+ Install a separate eastbound right turn
lane.
i 30" Street East / Avenue J-4 4 Install an additional northbound 4 Signalization.
) through lane (for a total of two). (Warranted undéer Opening Day With
» Project conditions.)
30" Street East / Avenue J-8 *** 4 Signalization. 4+ None.
. (Warranted under Opening Day '
Without Project ¢onditions.)

4+ Add the east leg to intersection.
(Consist of one westbound left turn
lane and one through / right
combination lane.)

4+ Restripe remaining intersection legs to
consist of one left turn lane and one
through / right combination lane.

** The improvements shown to be necessary at these two study intersections under the “Opening Day Without Project’
conditions were identified in a previously completed traffic study (“Eastside High School, City of Lancaster, Traffic
Study”;, Willdan; July 9, 2004.
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It should be noted that currently the study intersection of 27" Street East / Avenue J-8 is
a"“T"-shaped intersection with Two-Way STOP control for the northbound and southbound
approaches. Under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions, this intersection
(with Two-Way STOP control) is shown to have acceptable (LOS B) operations (as shown
previously in Table 1.) For safety purposes, it is recommended that a STOP sign be
installed for the westbound Avenue J-8 approach to the intersection. (This circulation
recommendation is also illustrated on Figure 15.) As an ALL-Way STOP controlled |
location, the study intersection of 27" Street East / Avenue J-8 would continue to operate
acceptably (at LOS A) under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions. (The
supporting HCS intersection analyses worksheets can be reviewed in Appendix C.)

SITE ACCESS AND ON-SITE CIRCULATION

Figure 2, which was presented earlier in this traffic study, illustrates the site plan
developed for the proposed Columbia Elementaiy School project to be located on the
southwest corner of 27" Street East and Avenue J-4 in the City of Lancaster. In general,
the access to the project .site and the on-site circulation appear to be adequate. Access
to the elementary school is proposed via driveways on both Avenue J-4 and 27" Street
East. “One-way drive-through” lanes are shown to be provided adjacent to each of the
elementéry school’s parking lots (visitor lot on Avenue J-4 and staff lot on 27" Street East).
These “one-way drive-through” lanes would serve as the drop-off / pick-up areas for
students, as well as the ingress and egress points for the parking lots. It is recommended
that appropriate signage be provided which identifies the one-way operations of the “drive-
through lanes” (west to east on Avenue J-4 and north to south on 27" Street East) on the
elementary school site. The exit driveways serving the school should be controlled with
STOP signs.

It is also recommended that on-street parking be prohibited during school hours only on
the street segments directly adjacent to the proposed Columbia Elementary School
campus (on Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East). In addition, Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East

should be striped to provide left turn channelization at the ingress driveways to the school
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site. These conditions should be included as a part of the final street improvement,
striping, and signing plans for the proposed elementary school project. |

The final site plan for the proposed Columbia Elementary School project should be
reviewed by a registered traffic engineer to ensure that adequate access and on-site

circulation provisions are planned for the proposed elementary school site.

SUMMARY

This study has examined traffic factors related to the proposed Columbia Elementary
~ School project to be located on the southwest corner of 27" Street East and Avenue J-4
in the City of Lancaster. Existing (Year 2004) conditioné were reviewe‘d and quantified.
Traffic related to general area traffic growth and other area projects were included ih these
traffic analyses. Trip generation and assignment analyses were completed for the
proposed elementary school project, in order to evaluate the potential project impacts upon
the ten study intersections. Traffic signal warrant analyses were performed, where
appropriate. Site access and on-site circulation were reviewed based on the proposed

project’s site plan.
The following are the principal findings of this study. -

1) Under the Existing (Year 2004) conditions, all of the study intersections currently

- operate at acceptable Levels of Service (LOS A and B) during both the AM and PM

peak hours. (The Avenue J-4 intersections with 27" Street East and 26™ Street

East were not analyzed under “Existing” or “Opening Day Without Project’
conditions, due to very low volumes and non-conflicting traffic movements.)

2) Caltrans Traffic Signal Warrant worksheets were completed at the unsignalized
study intersections. The traffic signal warrant (Warrant 11 - Peak Hour Volume)
is only satisfied at one of the study intersections (30" Street East / Avenue J) under
the Existing (Year 2004) conditions. Since the 30™ Street East / Avenue J
intersection is currently operating acceptably as an unsignalized intersection, the
installation of a traffic signal is not recommended under the Existing (Year 2004)
conditions.

Willdan . Columbia Elementary School - Traffic Study
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3)

4)

5)

Ambient growth volumes and other area project volumes were included in these
traffic analyses of the study intersections. Per City Staff, a growth rate of two
percent per year was utilized in this study to account for any general area traffic
growth in the study area (up to the proposed project’s Opening Day of August 2006)
and also for any impacts related to other area projects not specifically identified. A
total of 28 other area projects (within an approximate two mile radius of the
proposed elementary school site) were identified for inclusion in these ‘analyses.
These other area projects are estimated to generate a total of 25,890 daily trip
ends, of which 2,930 (1,265 In, 1,665 Out) trip ends would occur during the AM
peak hour and 3,840 (2,120 In, 1,720 Out) trip ends would occur dunng the PM
peak hour .

The ambient growth volumes plus the other area project volumes were added to the
Existing (Year 2004) traffic volumes at the study intersections. Under the Opening
Day (Year 2006) Without Project (existing plus growth plus other) conditions, three
of the study intersections would continue to have acceptable operations (LOS A
through C) during the AM and PM peak hours, while five of the study intersections
would operate unacceptably.(at LOS E or F) during one or both of the peak hours.
The five study intersections which would have unacceptable operations are 27"
Street East/ Avenue J (LOS E - AM), 26" Street East / Avenue J (LOS E - PM), 30"
Street East / Avenue J (LOS F - AM and PM), 30" Street East / Avenue J-4 (LOS
E - AM), and 30" Street East / Avenue J-8 (LOS F - AM and PM). (The 27" Street
East/Avenue J-4 and 26" Street East/ Avenue J-4 intersections were not analyzed
under “Existing” or “Opening Day Without Project’ conditions.)

The unsignalized study intersections were again analyzed to determine if they would
satisfy the Calfrans Traffic Signal Warrant under the Opening Day (Year 2006)
Without Project conditions. The signal warrant was previously satisfied at the 30"
Street East / Avenue J intersection under the Existing (Year 2004) conditions.
Under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions, a traffic signal
would be warranted at two study intersections: 27" Street East/Avenue K and 30"
Street East / Avenue J-8. Since the 27" Street East / Avenue K intersection
operates acceptably as. an unsignalized intersection, the installation of a traffic
signal would not be recommended under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without
Project conditions. The remaining unsignalized study intersections would not meet

- the warrant under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without Project conditions.

6)

Improvements are shown to be necessary at five of the study intersections in order

to achieve acceptable operating conditions under the Opening Day (Year 2006)

Without Project conditions. The implementation of warranted signalization at 30"
Street East / Avenue J and at 30" Street East / Avenue J-8, along with other
improvements which were identified as necessary at these locations in a previously
completed traffic study, would improve operations at these two study intersections
to acceptable LOS B and C during both peak hours. At both 27" Street East /

13 “Eastside High School, City of Lancaster, Traffic Study”; op.cit..
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7)

8)

Avenue J and 26" Street East / Avenue J, the addition of a westbound through lane
(for a total of two) would improve the unacceptable LOS E operations to acceptable
LOS C and D at both locations. The addition of an added northbound through lane
(for a total of two) to 30™ Street East / Avenue J-4 would improve the intersection
operations from LOS E to an acceptable LOS D under the Opening Day (Year 2006)
Without Project conditions. It is noted that these intersection improvements
[necessary for acceptable operations under the Opening Day (Year 2006) Without
Project conditions] are assumed to be in place for the Opening Day (Year 2006)
With Project analyses conditions in this traffic study. '

The proposed Columbia Elementary School project (850 students maximum) is
estimated to generate a total of 1,350 daily trip ends, of which 675 (340 In, 335 Out)
trip ends would occur during the AM peak hour and 675 (335 In, 340 Out) trip ends
would occur during the PM peak hour. This estimate of project trip generation was
developed based upon information provided by a representative of the Eastside
Union School District.

Construction of the section of Avenue J-4 from 27" Street East westerly to 26"
Street Eastis planned to occur in conjunction with the development of the proposed
Columbia Elementary School project. This -new segment of Avenue J-4 would
create additional legs and added traffic movements to two study intersections: 27"
Street East / Avenue J-4 and 26" Street East / Avenue J-4. The Avenue J-4

.connection would add the west leg to the 27" Street East / Avenue J-4 intersection
-and would create the east leg of the 26™ Street East / Avenue J-4 intersection,

forming “T"-shaped intersections at both locations. At both 27" Street East /
Avenue J-4 and 26" Street East / Avenue J-4, one approach lane is assumed for

- each intersection leg and All-Way STOP control is recommended.

9)

The proposed project only volumes were then added to the Opening Day (Year
2006) Without Project volumes at the ten study intersections in order to analyze the

* potential trafficimpacts of the proposed Columbia Elementary School project. Eight

of the ten study intersections would operate with acceptable Levels of Service (LOS
A through C) during both the AM and PM peak hours under the Opening Day (Year
2006) With Project (existing plus growth plus other plus project) conditions. It can
be concluded, therefore, that the proposed Columbia Elementary School project
does not cause a significant traffic impact upon these eight study intersections in
the vicinity of the project site. The remaining two study intersections of 26" Street
East / Avenue J and 30" Street East / Avenue J-4 are projected to have
unacceptable (LOS E or F) operations during one or both peak hours when the
proposed Columbia Elementary School project is added to the Opening Day (Year
2006) conditions. '
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10)

11)

The two study intersections of 26™ Street East / Avenue J and 30" Street East /
Avenue J-4 would satisfy the Calfrans warrant for traffic signalization under the
Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions. The remaining unsignalized
study intersections do not meet the traffic signal warrant with the addition of the
proposed Columbia Elementary School project to the Opening Day (Year 2006)
conditions.

Improvements are necessary at the two study intersections of 26" Street East /
Avenue J and 30" Street East / Avenue J-4 in order to achieve acceptable
operations under the Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions. With the
implementation of warranted signalization at 26" Street East/ Avenue J and at 30"
Street East./ Avenue J-4, the operations at both study intersections would be
improved to an acceptable LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours under the

~ Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions.

12)

13)

In order to address potential concerns regarding increased daily traffic (ADT)
volumes on various residential roadways in the vicinity of the proposed Columbia
Elementary School project site, roadway capacity analyses were completed. All of
the roadway segments analyzed would operate at an acceptable LOS A under
Opening Day (Year 2006) With Project conditions. -

In general, the site access and on-site c:rculatlon' appear to be adequate for the
proposed Columbia Elementary School project site. It is recommended, however,
that the “drive-through lanes” which serve as the student drop-off / pick-up areas on
the elementary school site be signed appropriately to identify the one-way
operations of each lane (west to east on Avenue J-4 and north to south on 27"
Street East). The exit driveways serving the school should be controlied with STOP
signs. Another recommendation is that on-street parking be prohibited during
school hours only on the street segments directly adjacent to the proposed
Columbia Elementary School campus (on Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East). In
addition, Avenue J-4 and 27" Street East should be striped to provide left turn
channelization at the ingress driveways to the school site. These conditions should
be included as a part of the final street improvement, striping, and signing plans for
the proposed project. The final site plan for the proposed Columbia Elementary
School project is recommended to be reviewed by a registered traffic engineer.
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We trust that these analyses will be of assistance to you, the school district, and the City

of Lancaster. If you have any q‘uestions or require additional information, please do not

hesitate to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,
WILLDAN

R. Scott Bacsikin, P.E.-
Registered Professional Engineer
State of California Numbers C48774

RSB:CC

#14481
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APPENDIX A
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TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC »
SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

NORTHBOUND & SOUTHBOUND

EASTBOUND & WESTBOUND
THERE ARE NO PROTECTED LEFT OR RIGHTS

N/S ST : 30TH ST EAST FILENAME: 0140803
E/W ST: AVE K DATE: 1/13/04
CITY: LANCASTER DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL. ST SR "EL ET ER WL WT WR Total
LANES: 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 0
7:00 AM 8 14 5 1 19 2 6 40 9. 8 38 6 156
15 AM 15 24 5 5 16 16 14 40 5 2 66 11 219
30AM 7 20 11 7 25 11 15 48 5 6 42 15 212
45 AM 14 15 7 5 31 22 12 44 5 5 13 6 179
8:00 AM 15 12 3 5 16 6 6 46 9 5 21 7 151
15 AM 4 13 4 4 16 8 12 34 13 9 1 5 133
30 AM 3 17 5 7 21 11 17 38 10 5 31 2 167
45 AM 5 11 5 2 14 20 6 31 5 7 10 2 118
" PEAK'HOUR BEGINS AT:
700 AM
VOLUMES = 44 73 28 18 91 51 47 172 24 21 159 38 766
FILENAME: 0140803P
DATE: - 1113/04
: DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NI AR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR Total
4:00 PM 8 19 2 3 19 20 8 64 17 9 75 5 249
15 PM 21 17 6 6 16 6 6 63 8 7 62 9 216
30 PM- 13 26 4 10 19 15 6 78 1 6 74 6 268
45 PM 12 25 11 4 22 12 5 66 11 4 57 3 232
5:00 PM 25 36 5 7 19 8 5 71 19 6 66 1 268
15 PM 14 23 7 5 25 12 9 63 21 7 56 5 247
30 PM 25 46 15 14 47 16 8 54 12 4 58 4 303
45 PM 21 28 2 11 22 16 5 58 22 3 58 4 250
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1700 PM
VOLUMES = 85 133 29 37 113 52 27 246 74 20 238 14 1068
COMMENTS; SIGNAL PHASING SEQUENCES:



TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC
SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

N/SST: 27THSTE FILENAME: 0540302
EMWST: AVEJ DATE:  5/04/04
CITY:  LANCASTER DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND ,
BEGINS . NL NI NR SL ST SR EL  ET ER WL WT WR Total
LANES: 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 10
7:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 6 3 38 0 0 54 0 102
15 AM 1 0 0 3 0 8 6 43 1. 0 59 1 122
30 AM 1 0 0] 5 0 14 2 77 0 1 104 4 208
45 AM 3 0 3 0 0 M 2 60 2 1 103 2 187
8:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 10 4 55 0 0 87 1-° 158
15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 7 34 1 0 78 1 125
30 AM 0 0 0 2 0 7 6 35 0 1 62 2 115
45 AM 0 0 1 3 0 5 2 37 0 0 66 5 119
9:00 AM 0 0 0 5 0 6 6. 40 0 1 56 7 121
156 AM 0 0 0 2 0 5 5 M 0 0 61 8 122
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
730 AM
VOLUMES = 4 0 3 6 0 39 15 226 3 2 372 8 678
FILENAME:  0540302P
DATE:  5/04/04
_ DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL  ET ER WL WT WR Total
3:00 PM 0 0 0 4 0 2 6 88 0 1 84 . O 185
15 PM 0 0 0 2 0 8 8 87 0 0 85 3 193
30 PM 0 0 1 1 0 4 6 73 0 2 93 3 183
45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 10 75 0 0 82 2 171
4:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 9 5 90 0 0 95 3 203
15 PM 0 0 0 2 0 5 279 0 0 103 0 191
‘30 PM 0 0 2 2 0 4 9 92 1 1 74 1 186
45 PM 0 0 0 2 1 3 5§ 71 0 0 69 | 152.
5:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 8 11 81 0 0 91 5 197
15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 10 78 0 0O 86 0 182
30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 8 8 80 0 0O 68 2 167
45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 4 9 74 0 0 7 1 160
PEAK HOUR BEGINS'AT:
1545 PM
VOLUMES = 0 0 2 5 0 20 26 336 1 1 34 6 751
COMMENTS: CONTROL TYPE = 2-WAY STOP (NB & SB).



TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC
SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

N/SST: 27THSTE FILENAME: 0540303

E/W ST:  AVE J4 DATE:  5/04/04 .
CITY:  LANCASTER DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND - EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL: ET ER WL WT ' WR Total
LANES: 0 1 0 ' i} 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 -
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
15 AM 0 0 5 0 0 © 0 0 0 9 0 0 14
30 AM 0 0 2 0 0 o0 0 0 0 2 0 o 4
45 AM 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 o 7
8:00 AM 0 0’ 2 0 0 o0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
15 AM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4
© 30 AM 0 0 6 0 0 o0 0 0 0 3 0 © 9
45 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 1 0 0 2
9:00 AM 0 0 2 0 0 o0 0 0 0 2 0 o0 4
15 AM 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 6
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
715 AM
VOLUMES = 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 -0 28
FILENAME: 0540303P
DATE: 5/05/04
) . DAY. WEDNESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND ‘ SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR Total
3:00 PM 0 0 10 0 0 o0 0 0 0 5 1 0 16
15 PM . 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 o0 4
30 PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 o 5
45 PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 o 6
4:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 O 0 0 0 2 0 0 3
15 PM 0 0. 5 0 0 o 0 0 O 3 0 o0 8
30 PM 0 0 5 0 0 o 0 0 0 2 0 o 7
45 PM- 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 o0 4
5:00 PM 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 10
15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 o0 3
30 PM 0 0 2 0 0 o0 0 0 0 2 0 o0 4
45 PM 0 0 5 0 0 o0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1500 PM
VOLUMES = 0 0 16 0 1 0 0 0 0 13 1 0 31

COMMENTS: CONTROL TYPE = NONE



SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC

N/SST: 27THSTE FILENAME: 0540304
E/WST: AVE J-8 DATE:  5/05/04
CITY:  LANCASTER DAY: WEDNESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND - SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND ' WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL . ET ER WL WT WR Total
LANES: 1 0 0 1 1 1 0
7:00 AM 0. 0 10 0 5 0 0 4] 0 4 0 0. 19
15 AM 0 0 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 15
30 AM 0 3 14 0 4 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 33
45 AM 0 3 15 1 6 0 0 1 0 14 0 2 42
8:00 AM 0 4 11 2 10 0O 0 0 o0 6 0 0 33
15 AM 0 4 14 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 24
30 AM 0 0 12 1 3 0 0 0 0 . 10 0 o0 26
45 AM 0 0 9 0 3 0 0 0 0 9 0 1 22
9:00 AM 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 7 0 o 13
15 AM 0 2 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 12
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
730 AM ,
VOLUMES = 0 14 54 3 21 0 2 1 0 34 0 3 132
) FILENAME: 0540304P
DATE:  5/04/04
- . o DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND " EASTBOUND " WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR Total
3:00 PM 0 3 3 1 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 2 19
15 PM 0 2 6 5 6 1) 0 0 0 8 0 3 30
30 PM 0 3 7 2 2 0 0 0 0 5 0 3 22
45 PM 0 3 8 1 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 o0 24
4:00 PM 0 2 7 4 2 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 22
15 PM 0 3 6 8 2 0 0 0 0 10 0 o0 29
30 PM 0 0 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 o0 10
45 PM 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 14
5:00 PM 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 7
15 PM 0 1 3 2 2 0 0 0 .0 2 0 o0 10
30 PM 0 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 9
45 PM 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 o 8
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1515 PM
VOLUMES = 0 10 28 12 16 0 0 0 0 25 0 7 98
COMMENTS: CONTROL TYPE = 2-WAY STOP (NB & SB).



TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC
SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

N/SST: 27THSTE FILENAME: 0540305
EW ST:  AVEK DATE:  5/04/04
CITY:  LANCASTER DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS . NL NT NR St ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR Total
LANES: 0 1 0 1 2 2 0 : -
7:00 AM 1 12 0 48 68 2 131
15 AM 1 10 6 61 79 3 160
30 AM 1 15 5 49 118 3 191
45 AM 0 25 7 61 132 4 229
8:00 AM 1 1 8 73 93 1 187
15 AM 1 7 4 52 69 0 133
30 AM 0 16 11 54 94 3 178
45 AM 1 12 5 47 79 1 145
9:00 AM ) 13 5 28 63 0 109
15 AM 1 6 7 36 61 2 113
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
715 AM
VOLUMES = 0 0 0 3 0 61 26 244 0 0 422 11 767
FILENAME: 0540305P
DATE: 5/04/04
DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT. WR Total
3:00 PM ' 1 21 19 89 91 0 221
15 PM 0 12 16 68 108 0 204
30 PM 0 19 21 97 103 1 241
45 PM 2 15 14 84 86 2 203
4:00 PM 2 9 15 99 84 3 212
15 PM 4 17 22 08 82 3 226
30 PM 2 12 20 94 74 4 206
45 PM 3 18 14 98 89 1 223
5:00 PM 1 14 24 109 94 5 247
15 PM 2 15 17 91 88 2 215
~ 30PM 2 14 14 120 86 0 236
45 PM 3 13 15 71 69 2 173
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1645 PM
VOLUMES = 0 0 0 8 0 61 69 418 0 0 357 8 921
COMMENTS: CONTROL TYPE = 1-WAY STOP (SB).



TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC

SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

N/SST: 26THSTE
EWST:  AVEJ
CITY:  LANCASTER

FILENAME: 0540301
DATE:  5/04/04
DAY: TUESDAY

PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND "EASTBOUND

WESTBOUND
BEGINS s NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER " WL WT WR Total
LANES: 0 1 ) 1 1 1 1 :
7:00 AM 4 1 47 1 0 59 112
15 AM 7 3 55 4 1 74 144
30 AM 7 8 64 3 8 99 189
, 45 AM 5 3 58 3 3 117 189
8:00 AM 6 2 71 3 3 101 186
15 AM 2 3 27 4 0 59 95
30 AM 1 0 39 4 0 52 96
45 AM 2 6 35 2 2 87 134
9:00 AM 3 8 33 3 4 64 115
15 AM 3 4 40 3 3 53 106"
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
715 AM .
VOLUMES = 25 (4] 16 0 0 0 : 0 ' 248 13 15 391 0 708._
FILENAME: 0540301P
DATE: 5/04/04
o . DAY: - TUESDAY
PERIOD "NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND - WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT -WR Total
3:00 PM 4 8 93 6 4 101 216
15 PM 5 8 82 6 11 80 192
30 PM 4 2 79 8 10 126 229
45 PM 2 2 93 9 1 96 203
4:00 PM 9 1 84 3 6 97 200
15 PM 6 2 85 5 3 94 195
" 30 PM 6 0 110 7 7 74 204
145 PM 8 1 57 8 1 59 134
5:00 PM 11 1 88 8 2 96 206 .
15 PM 6 1 82 7 0 88 184
30PM 4 3 88 10 0o 77 182
45 PM 2 1 82 7 1 80 173
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1500 PM
VOLUMES = 15 - 0 20 0 0 0 0 347 29 840

COMMENTS: CONTROL TYPE = 1-WAY STOP (NB).

26 403 0



SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC

N/SST: 30THSTEAST FILENAME: 0140801
EW ST:  AVEJ DATE:  1/13/04
CITY:  LANCASTER DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND " SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL  ET ER WL WT WR Total
LANES: 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 o0 1 O
7:00 AM 9 30 2 2 16 4 6 25 3 3 29 0 129
15 AM 13 82 2 2 45 15 22 29 6 0 33 5 254
30 AM 7 86 3 1 58 25 22 38 8 1 49 - 1 299
45 AM 13 37 2 0 68 22 12 46 9 2 50 ' 1 262
8:00 AM 24 36 2 2 29 10 6 29 18 0 62 0. 218
15 AM 12 41 0 0 32 6 5 19 7 0 30 0 152
30 AM 9 84 4] 1 62 5 12 14 15 1 43 0 246
45 AM 10 26 1 0 42 15 15 23 7 0 49 1 189
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
715 AM _
VOLUMES = 57 241 9 5 200 72 62 142 41 3 194 7 1033
FILENAME:  0140801P
DATE: 1/14/04
DAY: WEDNESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL  ET ER WL WT WR Total
4:00 PM 10 27 0 0 23 18 20 . 35 16 1 30 5 185
15 PM 12 27 1 1 40 15 5 36 20 0 49 3 208
30PM 13 31 0 0 26 18 5 43 14 1 45 1 197
45 PM 15 22 0 3 52 156 12 36 23 2 55 1 236
5:00 PM 16 24 0 1 19 19 5 39 15 1 48 1 188
15 PM 14 26 1 5 29 14 10 54 28 4 49 1. 235
30 PM 13 25 1 0 22 10 7 48 15 1 66 4 212
45 PM 9 28 1 1 21 15 19 43 35 1 49 1 223
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1645 PM
VOLUMES = 58 97 2 9 122 58 34 177 81 8 218 7 871

COMMENTS:



\

N/SST: 30THSTE

SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC

FILENAME: ' 0540306

E/W ST: AVE J-4 DATE:  5/04/04
CITY:  LANCASTER DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL  ET ER WL WT WR Total
LANES: 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 .
7:00 AM 1 62 42 1 10 5 121
15 AM 0 83 31 8 10 0 132
30 AM 0 79 83 7 7 5 181
, 45 AM 2 39 55 5 11 2 114
8:00 AM 0 130 76 6 6 2 220
15 AM 0 56 52 2 7 5 122
30 AM 1 32 37 7 7 1 85
45 AM 0 29 31 6 8 2 76
9:00 AM 0 25 19 4 11 2 61
15 AM 1 23 24 8 5 3 64
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
715 AM
VOLUMES = 2 331 0 0 245 26 3 0 9 0 o0 o 647
FILENAME: 0540306P
DATE:  5/04/04
: . DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET 'ER WL WT WR Total
3:00 PM 0 34 29 5 6 1 ' ' 75
15 PM 1 38 54 10 6 5 114
30 PM 3 M 60 15 5 7 131
45 PM 0 44 89 5 4 3 145
4:00 PM 0 35 93 10 3 3 144 -
15 PM 1 34 71 5 1 0 112
30 PM 0 40 101 6 3 4 154
45 PM 1 39 89 10 4 4 147
5:00 PM 0 39 87 11 6 5 148
15 PM 0 44 60 10 8 9 131
30 PM 1 38 29 5 6 1 80
45 PM 0 34 54 5 1 6 100
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1630 PM
VOLUMES = 1 162 0 0 337 37 21 0 22 0 0 0O 580
COMMENTS: CONTROL TYPE = 1-WAY STOP (EB).



TRAFFIC DATA SERVICES, INC
SUMMARY OF VEHICULAR TURNING MOVEMENTS

N/SST: 30THSTEAST FILENAME: 0140806
EW ST: AVE J-8 DATE:  1/14/04 .
CITY: LANCASTER DAY: WEDNESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR Total
LANES: 1 1 : 1 0 1 1
7:00 AM 1 33 26 4. 10 2 76
15 AM 0 62 47 6 30 2 147
30 AM 2 59 61 18 . 37 5 182
45 AM 4 26 51 14 13 3 111
8:00 AM 1 40 24 7 15 2 89
15 AM 2 32 26 5 19 0 84
30 AM 1 46 48 23 39 2 159
45 AM 1 20 25 15 48. 3 . 112
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
715 AM
VOLUMES = 7 187 0 0 183 45 95 0 12 0 0 0 529
FILENAME: 0140806P
DATE:  1/13/04
DAY: TUESDAY
PERIOD NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
BEGINS ‘NL  NT NR SL ST . SR EL ET ER WL WT WR Total
4:00 PM 3 35 ' 27 1 4 1 81
15 PM 0 38 47 16 9 4 114
30 PM 3 27 : 26 9 9 0 74
45 PM 1 35 45 13 8 2 104
- 5:00 PM 4 33 38 14 5 0 94
15 PM 3 37 30 8 8 1 87
30 PM 4 4 50 17 10 2 124
45 PM 2 40 8 11 8 1 100
PEAK HOUR BEGINS AT:
1645 PM : A
VOLUMES = 12 146 0 0 163 52 31 0 5 0 0 0 409

COMMENTS:
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2000 HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL
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EXPLANATION OF LEVEL OF SERVICE



APPENDIX B

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA
HCS 2000

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS:

: STOPPED DELAY
LEVEL OF SERVICE PER VEHICLE

(SEC)

< 10.0
> 10.0 to 20.0
> 20.0 to 35.0
> 35.0 to 55.0
> 55.0 to 80.0
> 80.0

%—_

TMOOWD>

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS:

STOPPED DELAY
LEVEL OF SERVICE PER VEHICLE

(SEC)

< 10.0
> 10.0 to 15.0
> 15.0 to 25.0
> 25.0 to 35.0
> 35.0 to 50.0
> 50.0

*ﬁ-*__“__““—*

Mmoo



APPENDIX B

| HCS 2000
LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTIONS
FOR INTERSECTIONS

Low volumes; high speeds; speed not restricted by other vehicles; all signal cycles
clear with no vehicles; all signal cycles clear with no vehicles waiting through more
than one signal cycle.

Operating speeds beginning to be affected by other traffic; between one and tern
percent of the signal cycles have one or more vehicles which wait through more than
one signal cycle during peak traffic periods.

Operating speeds and maneuverability closely controlled by other traffic; between
11 and 30 percent of the signal cycles have one or more vehicles which wait through
more than one signal cycle durlng peak traffic periods; recommended ideal design
standard.

Tolerable operating speeds; 31 to 70 percent of the signal cyélés have one or more
vehicles which wait through more than one signal cycle during traffic periods; often
used as design standard in urban areas.

Capacity, the maximum traffic volumes an intersection can accommodate; restricted
speeds; 71 to 100 percent of the signal cycles have one or more vehicles which wait
through more than one signal cycle during peak traffic periods.

Long queues of traffic; unstable ﬂdw stoppages of long duration; traffic volume and
traffic speed can drop to zero; traffic volume will be less than the volume which
occurs at Level of Service E.




APPENDIX C

HCS 2000
INTERSECTION ANALYSES

WORKSHEETS



Existing (Year 2004) Conditions



Analyst.

C. CARDEN

SHORT REPORT — SIGNALIZED

Intersection 30TH ST. E. & AVE. K

Agency or Co. WILLDAN Area Type All other areas
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Time Period AM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
EB’ WB NB 'SB
_ LT. [ TH | RT LT |TH [ RT | LT | TH RT | LT | TH | RT
Num. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane group L TR L TR L T | R L T R
Volume (vph) 47 1172 | 24 21 159 | 38 44 .| 73 28 18 91 51
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 0.95 1095 [0.95 10.95 10.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 [0.95 [0.95 |0.95 [0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup lost time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 }20 2.0 2.0 2.0
Ext. eff. green 20 120 20 |20 20 120 120 |20 |20 |20
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 |30 3.0 3.0 3.0 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width , 12.0 |12.0 12.0 [12.0 | 12.0 112.0 {12.0 |12.0 |12.0 |120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N | N 0 N N o N N 0 N
Parking/hr : ' '
Bus stopsthr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension - 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 1 30| 30 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NSPerm | 06 07 08
Timing G=300 |G= G= G= G=240 |G= = =
Y=3 Y= Y = Y = Y= 3 Y = = Y =
Duration of Analysis (hrs C

Adj. flow rate 49 206 22 207 46 77 29 19 96 54
Lane group cap. 579 1772 592 923 528 760 646 637 | 760 646
v/c ratio 0.08 |0.12 0.04 |0.22 0.09 |0.10 {0.04 |0.04 [0.13 |0.08
Green ratio’ 0.50° 0.50 0.50 [0.50 040 1040 |0.40 |0.40 |0.40 |0.40
~ |Unif. delay d1 7.8 |80 7.6 8.4 11.2 |11.3 (11.0 |11.0 |11.4 |11.2
Delay factor k 0.11 10.11 011 10.11 0.71 (0.11 lo.t1 (0.11 |0.11 |0.11
Increm. delay d2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1
PF factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 11.000 1.000 [1.000 {1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control delay - 7.9 8.0 7.7 8.6 11.3 |11.3 [|11.0 |11.0 [11.5 |11.2
Lane group LOS A A A | a B | B B | B B B
Apprch. delay 8.0 85 11.2 11.3
Approach LOS A A B B
Intersec. delay 9.4 Intersection LOS A

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved .

Version 4.1d



N
B

Time Period

C. CARDEN

PM PEAK HOUR

_____ SHORT REPORT— S|

NAL.1ZED

Analyst Intersection 30TH ST. E. & AVE. K

Agency or Co. WILLDAN Area Type All other areas

Date Performed .5/7/2004 Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS

Num. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane group L TR L TR L T R L T | R
Volume (vph) 27 | 246 74 20 238 14 85 133 29 37 113 | 52

% Heavy veh 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 0.95 .95 10.95 1095 |0.95 1095 1095 [0.95 |0.95 0.95 |0.95 [0.95
|Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A | A A A A A A
Startup lost time 2.0 2.0 20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 |20
Ext. eff. green 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20 |20 |20
Arrival type 3 3 -3 3 3 | 3 3 3 -3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 | 30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 o |- o

" |Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 120 }12.0 (12.0 {120 {120 |12.0 120 120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/hr \ B
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0. | 0 0 | 0 0
Unit Extension , 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 |30 | 30 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 08
Timin G= 30.0 G= G= = G= 240 |G= G=
g Y=3 _ |¥= Y= Y= Y=3 Y= =

Duration of Analysis (hrs) . |Cy

Adj. flow rate 28 |337 21 266 89 |140 | 31 39 |119 |[55°
Lane group cap. 524 |1743 517 | 942 517 |760 |646 |507 [760 |646
vic ratio 0.05 ]0.19 0.04 0.28 0.177 10.18 |0.05 10.08 |0.16 (0.09
Green ratio 0.50 |0.50 0.50 0.50 0.40 10.40 |0.40 10.40 (040 |(0.40
Unif. delay d1 77 |83 77 |87 11.6 |11.7 {110 |11.1 {115 |11.2
Delay factor k 0.11 |0.11 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.11 {0.11 0.11 {0.11 l0.11
Increm. delay d2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
PF factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 [1.000 1.000 {1.000 |1.000 |1.000 {71.000 {1.000
Control delay 7.7 8.4 7.7 8.9 11.8 11.8 11.0 11.2 {11.6 |11.2
Lane group LOS A A A A B B B B B B
Apprch. delay 8.3 8.8 11.7 11.4
Approach LOS A B B

|intersec. delay 9.8 Intersection LOS A

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Version 4.1d




TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection Orientation:

—

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 27TH ST.E. &AVE. J
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 . Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR
Project Description 14443/ 3000 :
East/West Street:  AVENUE J _ North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST

Study Period (hrs): 0.25 _

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Major Street Eastbound Westbound L
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 15 226 3 2 372 8
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 095 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 16 237 3 2 391 8
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, 0 - - 0 - -
~ [Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0
Configuration L TR TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Northbound Southbound .
Movement 7 8. 9 10 11 ) 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 4 0 3 6 0 - 39
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 4 0 3 6 0 41
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0 ,
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes ' 0 , 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR
Approach EB 1  wsB " Northbound ‘Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR
Volume, v (vph) 15 2 7 47
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1171 1339 449 599
vic ratio 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.08
Queue length (95%) 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.25
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.1 7.7 13.1 11.5
lLos ' A A B B
Approach delay (s/veh) - ' - 13.1 11.5
Approach LOS - - B B
Version 4.1d




Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 27THST.E. & AVE. J
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR ‘

Project Description 14443/ 3000

North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST

Intersection Orient

East/West Street: AVENUE J

Study Period (hrs). 0.26 |

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Major Street Eastbound Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5
L T R L T
|Volume (veh/h) 26 336 1 1 354
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 27 353 1 1 372
JProportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided o
RT Channelized? 0 .0
Lanes 1 1 0 1 0 -
Configuration L R L _ - TR
lUpstream Signal 0 0 )
-l\ﬁinor Street Northbound . ~ Southbound '
Movement 7 8 9 10. 11 . 12
' L T R L R R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 2 5 ' 0 .20
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 2 5 0 : © 21
Proportion of heavy ’
vehicles, P, 0 0 Y 0 0 0.
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 -0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR
|Approach
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR
Volume, v (vph) 27 1 2 26
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1192 1216 694 549
v/c ratio 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.05
Queue length (95%) 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.15
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.1 8.0 10.2 11.9
LOS A A B B
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 10.2 11.9
Approach LOS - - B | B
Version 4.1d



C. CARDEN

Intersection 27TH ST.E. & AVE. J-8°
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR
Project Description 14443/ 3000

East/West Street. - AVENUE J-8

[North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST

Intersection Orientation:

East-West

Major Street
Movement 1
L
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 34 0 -3
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 1 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) | 0 0 0 35 0 3
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, P, 0 . - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 )
Lanes 0 0 0 1 0 1
[Configuration L R
=Upstream Signal 0 1 0
Minor Street Northbound ' Southbound
Movement 7 8 "9 10 14 12
L T R L T "R

Volume (veh/h) 0 14 54 3 21 .0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 14 56 3 22 0
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 0 0 »
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N

Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 ) 0
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration ‘ TR LT

Approa

Northbound

HCS2000™

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 12
Lane Configuration L TR LT
Volume, v (vph). 35 70 25
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1636 1018 806
v/c ratio 0.02 0.07 0.03
Queue length (95%) 0.07 0.22 0.10
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.2 8.8 9.6
LOS A A A
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 8.8 9.6
Approach LOS - - A A
Copyright ©2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 27TH ST. E. & AVE. J-8
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING. CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR

Project Description 14443 /3000 .

East/West Street. AVENUE J-8 North/South Street; 27TH STREET EAST

Intersection Orientation:

East-West

. 0.25

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Major Street
Movement 1 3 4 5 6
L R - L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 25 0 7
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0 0.95 0.95 . 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 26 . 0 7
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
" |RT Channelized? : 0
Lanes ' 0 0 0 1 0 . 1
Configuration L "R
Upstream Signal . 0. _ 0
Minor Street ~_ Northbound ] Southbound .
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 _ 12
L T R = - L T _ R
|Volume (veh/h) 0 10 . 28 12 16 S0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 ' 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 10 29 12 16 - 0
Proportion of heavy ' ‘
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0, o 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes . 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration " TR LT '
Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 |7 12
Lane Configuration L TR LT
Volume, v (vph) 26 39 28
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1636 1007 . 851
vic ratio 0.02 0.04 0.03
Queue length (95%) 0.05 0.12 0.10
Control Delay (sfveh) 7.2 8.7 9.4
LOS A A A
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 8.7 ' 9.4
Approach LOS - - A A
Version 4.1d




C. CARDEN

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY |

27TH ST E. & AVE. K

Analyst Intersection ,

Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR

Project Description 14443 /3000

East/West Street: AVENUE K

Intersection Orientation: East-West .

Study Period (hrs): 0.25

North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST '

" [Major Street
Movement
T R
Volume (veh/h) 26 244 0 0 11
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 095 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 27 256 0 0 11
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided’
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0
Configuration L T T TR
Upstream Signal 0 0 ,
Minor Street ’ Northbound , Southbound : E
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) "0 0 0 3 0 61
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95 0.95 . 095
JHourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 0 '3 0 64
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0 ’
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration LR

Approach LOS -

Approach . EB - WB Northbound Southbound
IMovement 1. 4 7 8 9 10 11 12

Lane Configuration L LR
Volume, v (vph) 27 67
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1116 750
vicratio. 0.02 0.09
Queue length (95%) 0.07 0.29
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.3 10.3
LOS A B
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 10.3

- B

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved
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~ TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Major Street

Eastbound

Westbound

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 27THST. E. & AVE. K
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 ‘ Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR

Project Description 14443 /3000 . ‘

East/West Street: AVENUE K [North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST

Movement

2

5

=

3
T R

T

Volume (veh/h)

69 418

357

Peak-hour factor, PHF

0.95

0.95

Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h)

0 -
0.95 0.95 0.
0 __

72 440

375

Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, .

0 - -

Median type

Undivided

IRT Channelized?

Lanes

Configuration

M~i=

2
T

Upstream Signal

0

Minor Street

Northbound

—Southbound

Movement

11

12

i~
-1
Ao
-

T

Volume (veh/h)

0

61

TPeak-hour factor, PHF

0.95

0.95

{Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h)

0

64

Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py,

o

O {0l
3

o |olplo

Percent grade (%)

Flared approach

o220 ©

Storage

RT Channelized?

Lanes

Configuration.

Approach

WB Northbound

Southbound

Movement

1 4 7 8 9

10

11

12

Lane Configuration

LR

Volume, v (vph)’

72

Capacity, ¢, (vph)

1187

707

v/c ratio

0.06

0.10

Queue length (95%)

0.19

0.34

Control Delay (s/veh)

10.7

LOS

Approach delay (s/veh)

10.7

Approach LOS

HCS2000™
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
-Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection . 26THST.E.&AVE.J
Agency/Co, WILLDAN . Jurisdiction : CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed ' 5/7/2004 ” Analysis Year » EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR :
Project Description 14443/ 3000 B
East/West Street: AVENUE J , North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: East-West o Study Period (hrs): 0.25 . .
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 . 248 13 15 391 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 - 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 261 13 15 411 0
Proportion of heavy .
|vehicles, Py, 0 - - 0 - -
[Median type ' Undivided .
RT Channelized? ' . 0 S0
Lanes 0 1 1 1 1 0
Configuration T R L . T
Upstream Signal 0 _ 0
Minor Street —_Northbound — " Southbound -
Movement’ _ 7 8 9 10 11 | 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) _ 25 0 . 16 o 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 - 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 26 0 16 0 0 0
Proportion of heavy ' :
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 - 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage : : 0 _ 0 _ _
|RT Channelized? : 0 ‘ ' 0
Lanes - 0 0 0 . 0 .0 0
Configuration ] LR '
Approach . |  EB | TWB T Nofthbound = | Southbound _
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L : LR
Volume, v (vph). 15 42
Capacity, c,,, (vph) - 1301 493
v/c ratio y 0.01 0.09
Queue length (95%) ' 0.03 | 0.28
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.8 13.0
LOS A B
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 13.0
Approach LOS - - B

HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection Orientation:

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 26THST.E. & AVE. J
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR '
Project Description 14443 /3000 _ .
East/West Street: AVENUE J North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST

East-West

Major Street Eastbound Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6

: : L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 347 29 26 403 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 - 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 365 30 27 424 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes” 0 1 1 1 1 0
Configuration T R L T ‘
Upstream Signal 0 _ ) .0 .
Minor Street _ Northbound L Southbound
Movement 7 8 - - 9 10 11 12

' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) - 15 - 0 20 - 0 0 ) 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 15 0 21 0 0 | 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N o
Storage 0 0 o

RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes - 0 0. 0 0 0 0
Configuratio LR

HCS2000™

Approach. EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 10 1 | 12
Lane Configuration L LR

Volume, v (vph) 27 36

Capagity, ¢, (vph) 1175 472

v/c ratio 0.02 0.08

Queue length (95%) 0.07 0.25

Control Delay (s/veh) 8.1 : 13.3

LOS A B

Approach delay (s/veh) - - 13.3
{Approach LOS . - B

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved - Version 4.1d




ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 30THST.E. 8 AVE.J
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR
Project ID 14443 /3000 :
East/West Street: AVENUE J North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST
Approach Eastbound _ Westbound -
Movement L T R L T R
Volume - 62 142 41 3 194 7
%Thrus Left Lane 50 50
Approach " Northbound . ) Southbound
Movement L T R L T R
Volume 57 241 9 5 200 72
%Thrus Left Lane 50 . 50

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

L1 12 L1 L2 L1 ’ L2 L1 - L2

Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR
PHF 095 0.95 0.95 0.95
Flow Rate 257 214 322 290
% Heavy Vehicles '
No. Lanes 1 1
Geometry Group 1 1 !/

Duration, T

Prop. Left-Turns

Prop. Right-Turns 0.3

Prop. Heavy Vehicle .

hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj. 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7

hadj, computed

x, initial 0.19
hd, final value 6.24 6.24 6.24 6.24
x, final value 0.45 0.38 0.54 0.48
Move-up time, m 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Service Time 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 I
Eastbound Westbound Northbotind Southbidund
L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2

Capacity 507 464 553 540
Delay 14.16 13.22 16.00 14.37
LOS B B C B
Approach: Delay 14.16 13.22 16.00 14.37

LOS B B C B
Intersection Delay 14.57
Intersection LOS B

Version 4.1d
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ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection ’ 30THST.E. & AVE. J
Agency/Co. : WILLDAN * | Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR '

Project ID 14443 /3000

30TH STREET EAST

East/West Street: AVENUEJ = L North/South Street:

Approach ] ." Westbound

Movement L R L T R
Volume 34 81 8 218 7
%Thrus Left Lane 50 50. _ .
Approach Northbound Southbound .
Movement § : L T R L . T R
Volume 58 97 2 9 122 . 58
- |%Thrus Left Lane 1 50 . 50 .
Eastbound " Westbound Northbound Southbound
v L1 L2 L L2 L1 L2 L1 L2

Configuration LTR B LTR e LTR LTR
PHF 0.95 0.95 ' 0.95 | 0.95
Flow Rate 306 244 ' 165 198
% Heavy Vehicles '
No. Lanes , 1 1 1 . 1
Geometry Group 1 1 1 1

Duration, T. - v 0.25

Prop. Left-Tums 0.1 0.0 0.4 N 0.0

Prop. Right-Tums ' 0.3 : ' 0.0 ) - 0.0 - 0.3

Prop. Heavy Vehicle )

hLT-adj , 0.2 02 . .2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj ' -0.6 -0.6 , -0.6 -0.6 - -0.6 -0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1. 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7

hadj, computed

hd, initial value - 3.20 ' 3.20 ' 3.20 3.20

x, initial , ’ 0.27 : 0.22 0.15 0.18
hd, final value 5.24 - B 5.24 5.24 5.24
x, final value . 0.45 0.37 : 0.27 . 0.31
Move-up time, m _ 2.0 . 2.0 : 2.0 2.0

Service Time

Eastbound Westbotind Northbound Southbound
L1 2 L1 12 T L2 1o L2
Capacity ' 556 494 415 448
Delay 12.39 ' 1 11.64 10.98 10.98
LOS B ' ‘B B B
Approach: Delay 12,39 11.64 10.98 : 10.98
LOS B B B : B
Intersection Delay 11.63
Intersection LOS B

HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 Uniiversity of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



Analyst

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersec 30TH ST. E. & AVE. J-4
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year - EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR
Project Description 14443 / 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J-4 North/South Street:

ajof'S‘t'reet

Intersection Orientation:

North-South

30TH STREET EAST

: 0.25

Movement

Volume 2 0

Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 2 348 0 0 257 27
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - — 0 - -
Median Type Undivided

RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes 1 1 0 0 ) 0
Configuration L T TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Westbound . Eastbound

Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12

‘ L T R L T R

Volume . 0 [ 0 .34 0 9
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 35 0 9
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 .0
Percent Grade (%) . 0 0

Flared Approach N ‘N

Storage 0 0 .
RT Channelized ' 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 : 0
Configuration LR

Approach Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR '

v (vph) 2 44

C (m) (vph) 1290 495

vic 0.00 0.09

95% queue length 0.00 ¢ 0.29

Control Delay 7.8 13.0

LOS A B

Approach Delay - - 13.0

Approach LOS - - B
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

North-South .

Stud Period hrs:

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 30TH ST. E. & AVE. J-
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR

Project Description 14443/ 3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J-4 North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST

Intersection Orientation:

Major Street : Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R

Volume 1 162 0 0 337 37

Peak-Hour Factor, PHF ' 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
|Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 1 170 0 0 - 354 38

Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - 0 - -
‘IMedian Type Undivided

RT Channelized 0 0

Lanes 1 1 0 0 1 0

Configuration L T TR
[Upstream Signal 0 0

Minor Street Westbound Eastbound

Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12

L T R L T R

Jvolume 0 0 0 21 0 22

Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 .0.95 0.95

Hourly Flow Rate, HFR. 0 . 0 0 22 0 23

Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0

Percent Grade (%) 0 0

Flared Approach N N

Storage 0 0 _

RT Channelized 0 0

Lanes 0 - 0 0 0 0 0

Conﬁgurat_ion__

Approach Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR ‘
v (vph) 1 45

C (m) (vph) 1178 579

v/c 0.00 0.08

95% queue length 0.00 0.25

Control Delay 8.1 11.7

LOS A B

Approach Delay - -- 11.7
Approach LOS - - B
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

nalyst " ntersection & AVE. J-8

Agency/Co. : WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR

Project Description 14443 / 3000 ' .

East/West Street: AVENUE J-8 North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST

Intersection Qrientation: North-South Study Period (hrs). 0.25 : )

Major Street ' Northbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume 7 187 0 0 183 45
Peak-Hour Factor; PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 ~0.95 . 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 7 196 0 0o 192 47
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 o - 0 T - -
Median Type Undivided : : :
RT Channelized 0 ' 0
Lanes 17 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T o TR
~ |Upstream Signal ) .0 ' 0
Minor Street  Westbound - - Eastbound
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
' 'L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 0 95 0 . 12
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 100 0 12
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Fiared Approach ' N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized 0
Lanes . ' 0 0 0 1 0 1
Configuration C ' L } R
o , B - Westbound ' Eastbound
‘IMovement 1 : 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L R
v (vph) 7 100 _ . 12
C (m) (vph) 1340 ‘ 586 829
vic 0.01 : 0.17 0.01
95% queue length 0.02 ’ 0.61 0.04
Control Delay 7.7 ' 12.4 9.4
LOS ' A ' B A
Approach Delay - - 12.1
Approach LOS - - B

HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved ) Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
Analyst - C. CARDEN - Intersection 30TH ST. E. & AVE. J-8
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 5/7/2004 Analysis Year EXISTING CONDITIONS
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR '
Project Description 14443 /3000 -
East/West Street: AVENUE J-8 North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: . North-South , Study Period (hrs): 0.25 . :
Major Street Northbound _ ' Southbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 G
L T R L T R
Volume . 12 146 0 0 163 52
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 12 153 0 0 - 171 54
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - -~ 0 - L~
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes ' 1 1 0 0 1 0
{Configuration L T , TR
Upstream Signal . 0 0 ,
Minor Street_ ' Westbound , Eastbound ,
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
' L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 : 31 : 0 . )
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 32 0 5
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage 0 0 .
RT Channelized , 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 1 - 0 1
Configuration ' | L. ' _R
Approach o NB : SB Westbound - Eastbound
Movement ~ 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L ' R
v (vph) 12 32 . 5
C (m) (vph) 1356 624 848
vic 0.01 L 0.05 0.01
95% queue length 0.03 , : 0.16 1 0.02
Control Delay 7.7 ' 11.1 193
jLos A B A
Approach Delay - - : 10.8
Approach LOS - - B

HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved : Version 4.1d



Opening 'Day (Year 2006)
Without Project Conditions



SHORT REPORT —

GNALIZED

Analyst C. CARDEN intersection 30TH-ST.E. & AVE. K
Area Type All other areas
Agency or Co. WILLDAN AL
. Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 7/30/2004 . OPEN DAY (2006)
Time Period AM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year WITHOUT PRO..
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH .| RT
Num. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane group L TR | L TR L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 180 1455 | 25 57 1409 | 65 46 - | 85 69 56 105 | 225
% Heavy veh - 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF , 0.95 10.95 1095 10.95 |0.95 |0.95 {0.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 {0.95 |0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A 1A A
Startup lost time 20 120 20 |20 20 120 20 |20 |20 |20
Ext. eff. green 20 120 20 120 20 120 120 (20 |20 |20
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 | 30 3.0 | 30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 ‘ 0 0 0
Lane Width 120 |12.0 ’ 12.0 1120 120 1120 |120 [12.0 [12.0 |120
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/hr
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 3.0 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30
Phasing ‘EW Perm 02 03 04 | NS Perm 06 .07 08
Timin G = 30.0 G= = G= G=240 |G= G= G=
g Y=3 Y= Y= Ty= Y=3 Y= Jy= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C = 60.0
o E EB CWB , 'NB SB
Adj. flow rate 189 | 505 60 499 48 89 73 59 111 | 237
Lane group cap. 327 {1791 411 931 521 760 646 532 | 760 |646
v/c ratio 0.568 |0.28 0.15 |0.54 009 |012 o011 (011 |0.15 |0.37
Green ratio 0.50 10.50 0.50 (050 040 [0.40 |[0.40 040 |0.40 {0.40
Unif. delay d1 10.5 187 8.1 10.2 11.2 [11.3 [11.3 [11.3 |115 |127
Delay factor k 017 |0.11 0.11 0.14 011 |0.11 |o.11 |o.11 |o.11 |o.11
Increm. delay d2 25 0.1 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 01 (01 {04
PF factor {1-000 }1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 [1.000 ‘[1.000 {1.000 {1.000
Control delay 13.1 8.8 8.3 10.9 11.3 114 |11.4 |11.4 |11.6 |13.0
Lane group LOS B A A B B B B B B B
Apprch. delay 10.0 10.6 11.4 12.4
Approach LOS A B B B
Intersec. delay 10.8 Intersection LOS B
- HCS2000™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



Time Period

C. CARDEN

Analyst

Agency or Co. WILLDAN

Date Performed 7/30/2004
PM PEAK HOUR

Intersection

Area Type
Jurisdiction

Analysis Year

SHORT REPORT — SIGNAL I ZE.

30THST.E. & AVE. K

All other areas

CITY OF LANCASTER
OPEN DAY (2006)

WITHOUT PROJ.

[Num. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane group L TR L R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 234 | 541 78 56 546 |.50 89 |155 65 75 125 194
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 0.95 10.95 |0.95 10.95 10.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 [0.95 {0.95 |0.95 |0.95
Actuated (P/A) A | A A A A A A A A A A | A
Startup lost time 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Ext. eff. green 20 |20 20 |20 20 |20 |20 |20 |20 |20
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 .- |30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width ‘ 12.0 |12.0 12.0. 112.0 12.0 {120 (12.0 }|12.0 |12.0 }|12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 | N N | o N .
Parking/hr '
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 o (o | o | o
Unit Extension g 3.0 3.0 30 | 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 | 30 | 30
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NS Perm - | 06 07 08
Timing G=2300 |G= 1G= G= G= 240 |G= G=
Y=3 = Y= Y= Y= 3 Y= = Y=

Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 @ . Cycle Length C = 60.0 ‘

, EB - wB NB SB
Adj. flow rate 246 | 651 59 [628 94 {163 |68 |79 [132 |204
Lane group cap. 229 1771 333 |938 511 |760 |646 |485 {760 |646
vicratio [1.07 |0.37 0.18 |0.67 0.18 |o0.21 o011 |0.16 |0.17 [0.32
Green ratio 0.50 |0.50 0.50 |0.50 040 040 040 |040 040 |0.40
Unif. delay d1 150 |9.2 82 |11.3 11.7 |11.8 |11.3 |11.6 |11.6 [124
Delay factor k 0.50 |0.11 0.11 024 011 lo11 o111 jo.11 |o.11 |o.11
Increm. delay d2 '180.6 | 0.1 03 |19 02 lo1 Jo1 (o2 |ot |03
PF factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |[1.000 [1.000 |1.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control delay 95.6 |93 (85 [13.1 11.8 120 [11.3 |11.7 |11.7 |12
Lane group LOS F. | A A B B B B B B B
Apprch. delay 33.0 127 11.8 12.2
Approach LOS C B B B
Intersec. delay 20.3 Intersection LOS C

HCS2000™
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection S7TH'ST. E. & AVE. J
Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOU
Date Performed . 7/30/2004 Analysis Year gy DAY (2006) T
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443/ 3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J

North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST .

Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs): 0.25 :
Major Street Eastbound - - Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4. 5 6
' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 19 640 3 2 778 , 8
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 095 - 0.95 0.95 - 095 095
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 20 - 673 3 2 818 8
Proportion of heavy _
vehicles, Py, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0o 0
Lanes 1 1 -0 1 1 0
Configuration L TR L R
Upstream Signal 0 ' 0
Minor Street Northbound ~ Southbound- e
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
: - L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 4 0 3 6 0 _ 46
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 .
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 4 0 3 6 0 - 48
Proportion of heavy : '
vehicles, P,y 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? ' 0o _ 0
Lanes _ 0 1 0 0 1- 0
Configuration 'LTR 'LTR
|Approdch |
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR B
" [Volume, v (vph) 20 2 7 54
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 813 925 122 280
v/c ratio _ 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.19
Queue length (95%) 0.08 0.01- 0.18 0.70
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.5 8.9 36.3 20.9
LOS A A E c
Approach delay (s/veh) -~ - 36.3 20.9
Approach LOS - - E C
Version 4.1d
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"TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
o T Intersection 27TH ST. E. & AVE. J
Analyst | C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN ' OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOU
Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year PROJ ( ) T
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443 /3000 . . . -
East/West Street: AVENUEJ , o North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST
Intersection QOrientation: East-West » e : Stud / Period (hrs):  0.25 ‘

'estbound
IMovement
Volume (veh/h) ‘ 43 1 1 804 6
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 45 1 1 . 846 6
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes ' 1 1 0 1 1 0
Configuration L TR L TR
Upstream Signal 0 S v : 0 ..
Minor Street Northbound ‘ . Southbound. C
Movement 7 ' 8 9 - 10 11 12
R L T R L T R

Volume (veh/h) _ 0 0 2 5 0o 36
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 - 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 2 5 0 1 37
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) _ .0 0
Flared approach N ' _ : N

Storage ' 0 , .0
RT Channelized? o | - 0
Lanes - 0 1 0 0o 1 10
Configuration - :

-. Southbound _
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR
Volume, v (vph) 45 1 ] 2 ' 42
Capacity, c,, (vph) 795 - 789 358 | ” 225
vic ratio 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.19
Queue length (95%) 0.18 0.00 0.02 0.67
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.8 9.6 15.1 24.6
LOS A A Cc C
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 15.1 24.6
Approach LOS - - C , C

HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



Intersection

TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

27THST.E. & AVE. J

Analyst C. CARDEN N

Agiﬁfym_ WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER

Date Pei'f_ormed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year SV?IIIT-/IAI;D AY WITHOUT PROJ.
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ’

Project Description 14443 / 3000 .

East/West Street: AVENUE J [North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST

Intersection Orientation: East-West
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
’ L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 19 640 -3 2 778 8
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 20 673 3 2 818 8
Proportion of heavy .
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? .0 0
Lanes 1 1 0 1 2 0
Configuration L TR L T TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Northbound . ~_Southbound _
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
. L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) - 4 0 3 6 0 46
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 4 0 3 6 0 48
Proportion of heavy -
vehicles, P,,, 0 0 0 0 0. 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0 .
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 -0
Configuration ) LTR "LTR

HCS2000™
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Approach EB WB. Northbound “Southbound
Movement 1 4 8 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L LTR LTR
Volume, v (vph) 20 2 7 54
Capacity, c,, (vph) 813 925 201 342
vic ratio 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.16
Queue length (95%) 0.08 0.01 0.11 0.55 .
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.5 8.9 23.6 17.5
LOS A A c C
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 23.6 17.5
Approach LOS - - C c
Version 4.1d



Intersection Qrientation:

East-West _ .

Intersection 27THST.E. & AVE. J
Analyst C. GARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY WITHOUT PROJ
Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year W/IMP :
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR )
Project Description 14443/ 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J North/South Street. 27TH STREET EAS

Westbound
Movement 1 3 4 5 6
L R L T R ’
Volume (veh/h) 43 1 1 804 6
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 45 1. - 1 846 6
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 . .
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 ) 0
Lanes 1 1 0 1 2 0
Configuration L R T TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Northbound Southbound.
Movement . 7 : 8 9 10 11 12
' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 2 5 0 36
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
{Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 2 5 0 37
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR

HCS2000™
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Approach’ EB wB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 10 L 12
Lane Configuration L LTR LTR '
Volume, v (vph). 45 _ 1 2 42
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 795 789 : 302 250
v/c ratio 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.17

Queue length (95%) 0.18 0.00 0.02 0.59

Control Delay (s/veh) 9.8 9.6 17.0 22.3

LOS A A c C

Approach delay (s/veh) - - 17.0 22.3

Approach LOS -- - C o
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
' ) ' ‘ Intersection - 27THST.E.&AVE. J8~
Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN | OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT
Date Performed 7/30/2004 : Analysis Year . PROJ
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443/ 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J-8 , [North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST .
Intersection Orientation: East-West : |Studx Period (hrs): 0.25° L
Major Street - | - Eastbound " |* - - Westbound_
Movement 1 : 2 3 4 5 6
. L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) _ 0 0 0 36 0 I
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 0 37 0 3
Proportion of heavy ‘
vehicles, Py, 0 - - ‘ 0 - -
Median type ' Undivided
RT Channelized? 0
Lanes 0 0 0 1 0 1
Configuration : L R
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Northbound : Southbound
Movement ’ 7 8 9 10 11 12
: L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 15 57 _ 3 22 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 15 60 3 23 0
Proportion of heavy ' :
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach : N N
Storage ’ : 0 o 0
RT Channelized? ' 0 0
Lanes ' 0 1 0 0 1 ' 0
Configuration ‘ TR LT
Approach _ Northbound - Southbound
Movement 1 : 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L TR LT ‘
Volume, v (vph) 37 75 26
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1636 ‘ , 1017 800
v/c ratio ' 0.02 ' 0.07 0.03
Queue length (95%) ’ 0.07 0.24 0.10
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.3 8.8 9.7
LOS A A A
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 8.8 9.7
Approach LOS - - A A
HCS2000™ ' Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved _ Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection

Study Period (hrs): 0.25

“27TH ST. E. & AVE. K
. CARDEN

23:3:; o ﬁ//L T DAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed- 7/30/2004 Analysis Year gggy DAY (2006) WITHOUT
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ' ’
Project Description 14443/ 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE K North/South Street: . 27TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: East-West

IMajor Street Eastbound . " Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
T ‘R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 30 661 0 0 856 12
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 - 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) - 31 695 0 0 901 12
Proportion of heavy ‘ o
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided :
RT Channelized? 0 : 0
Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0
Configuration L T T _ TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Northbound : Southbound
Movement 7 8 9 10 1 12
_ , L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 3 -0 69
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 0 3 0 72
Proportion of heavy . o S
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
| Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration LR

HCS2000™
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Approach , Northbound -
Movement 1 4 | 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Cohﬁguration L ' LR
Volume, v (vph) 31 75
Capacity, c, (vph) 755 501
v/c ratio 0.04 0.15
Queue length (95%) 0.13 0.52
‘IControl Delay (s/veh) ~10.0 13.4
LOS A B .
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 13.4
Approach LOS - - B
Version 4.1d




TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection

27THST.E. & AVE. K

Analyst C. GARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT
Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year PROJ.
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR
Project Description 14443/ 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE K ~ [North/South Street 27TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: ‘East-West _
Major Street Eastbound Westhound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 89 928 0 0 810 8
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 93~ 976 0. 0 852 b8
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided -
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0
Configuration L T T TR
Upstream Signal 0 . 0
Minor Street Northbound Southbound i
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
IVolume (veh/h) 0 0 0 8 0 - 79
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 - 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 -0 0 8 0 83
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 0 0
[Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0 N
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0

Configuration-;

Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 -
Lane Configuration L ' ' LR '
Volume, v (vph) 93 91
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 790 403
v/c ratio ' 0.12 0.23
Queue length (95%) 0.40 0.86
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.2 16.5.
LOS B C
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 16.5
Approach LOS -- -- C
Version4.1d
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

26TH ST, E. & AVE. J

N ' - Intersection

| Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITHO
Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year o (2006) ut
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443 / 3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J

North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST

East-West

Intersection Orientation:

__IStudy Period (hrs). 0.25

: E i e e et

estbound

HCS2000™
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Major Stree : ‘W
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 667 14 16 803 ) 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 _ 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) "0 702 14 16 . 845 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 ' 0
Lanes = 0 1 1 1 1 0
Configuration T R L T
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street v . Northbound - Southbound
Movement _ ‘ 7 8 9 . 10 11 12
. L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 26 0 17 0 ) 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 27 0 17 0 0 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, -0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 -0
Flared approach N -~ N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 : 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 ' 0 0
Configuration LR
=
Approach e
Movement 1 4 7 8 .9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR
Volume, v (vph) 16 44
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 894 167
v/c ratio _ " 0.02 0.26
Queue length (95%) 0.05 1.01
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.1 34.1
LOS A D
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 34.1
Approach LOS -- - D
Version 4.1d



~ TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

26TH ST. E. & AVE.

intersection

Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT
Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year PROJ :
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR ’

. N,
Project Description 14443 /3000 .
East/West Street: AVENUE J - North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST
Intersection QOrientation: East-West . '

_|Study Period (hrs): 0.26

HCS2000™

Major Street : Westbound
Movement 1 3 4 5 6
- L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 846 30 27 870 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
[Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 890 31 28 915 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 1 1 1 1 0
Configuration T R L T
Upstream Signal 1l 0 . , 0
Minor Street "~ Northbound Southbound -
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) - 16 0 21 0 0 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 16 0 22 0 o . 0
{Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? - 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration LR ]
Movement 1 7 8 9 10 11 12
|Lane Configuration LR ' '
Volume, v (vph) 38
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 141
v/c ratio o 0.27
Queue length (95%) 1.03
Control Delay (s/veh) 39.7
LOS A E
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 39.7
Approach LOS -- - E
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Righis Reserved Version 4.1d
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Intersection 26THST.E. & AVE. J
2322’5;/0 N %Iﬁq[’;[,’f” Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year ?V,;;%D AY WITH OUT PROJ.
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443/ 3000 .
East/West Street: AVENUE J North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs):
Major Street Eastbound West B
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) ‘ .0 667 14 16 803 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 702 14 16 845 0
Proportion of heavy ‘
vehicles, P, 0 . - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 ' 0
Lanes 0 1 1 1 2 0
Configuration T R L T
Upstrearnh Signal’ 0 _ 0
Minor Street - Northbound Southbound
Movemerit 7 8 9 10 11 ' 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 26 0 17 0 0 : 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF . 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 .0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h)’ 27 0 17 0 0 o 0
Proportion of heavy _ '
vehicles, P, : 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0 -
Configuration LR
Approach EB wB Northbound " Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR
Volume, v (vph) 16 44
Capacity, c,, (vph) 894 236
v/c ratio _ 0.02 0.19
Queue length (95%) 0.05 0.67
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.1 23.7
LOS A C
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 23.7
Approach LOS - - C
Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection 26TH ST. E. &AVE. J
Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY WITHOUT PROJ. |
Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year W/IMP _ '
Analysis Time Period - PM PEAK HOUR '
Project Description 14443/ 3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J

North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST

aJor Street

Intersection Orienta_tign: _ East-West

Eastbound Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 ' 5 6
: L T R L T R .

Volume (veh/h) 0 846 30 27 870 0.
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 | 095
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 ‘890 31 28 915 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 1 1 1 2 0
Configuration T R L T '
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street Northbound Southbound .
Movement 7 ' 8 9 10 11 12 -
. : L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 16 0 .21 0 0 o -
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 16 0 22 0 0 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 o
Flared approach N N

Storage 0 )
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes - 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration LR

HCS2000™
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pproacl Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR ' '
Volume, v (vph) 28 38
Capacity, c,, (vph) 750 189
vic ratio ' 0.04 0.20
Queue tength (95%) 0.12 "0.73
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.0 28.8
LOS A D
Approach delay (s/veh) -- - 28.8
Approach LOS - - D
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C

CARDEN

ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS

"~ 30THST.E. & AVE. J

Analyst Intersection- -
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER

Date Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT PROJ.
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR

Project ID 14443/ 3000

East/West Street: - AVENUE J

- fove

Approach

North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST

Eastbound:

Movement

T

Volume

174

%Thrus Left Lane

Approach

Northbound

Southbound

{Movement

T

T

Volume

_ 370

335

342

114

"|%Thrus Left Lane

50

50

Eastbound

"Westbound

Northbound

Southbound '

L1 L2

L1

L2

L1

L2 L1

L2

Configuration

LTR

LTR

LR

LTR

PHF

0.95

0.95 .

0.95

0.95

Flow Rate

696

264

753

489

% Heavy Vehicles

No. Lanes

Geometry Group

Duration, T

a

Prop. Left-Turfis

0.25

|Prop. Right-Tums

0.0

0.2

Prop. Heavy Vehicle

hLT-adj

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2 0.2

0.2

hRT-adj

-0.6

-0.6

-0.6

-0.6 -0.6

-0.6

hHV-adj

1.7 1.

7

1.7

1.7 1.7

1.7

hadj, cdmputed

1.7

hd, initial val 2

x, Initial 0.62 0.67 . 0.43
hd, final value 8.70 8.70 8.70 8.70
x, final value 1.68 0.72 1.91 1.21

{Move-up time, m

Northbound

HCS2000™
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Eastbound Westbound Southbsund -~
L1 12 THE L2 L1 L2 L1 L2
Capacity 696 369 753 489
Delay 338.37 34.02 441,77 142.97
LOS F D F F-
Approach: Delay 338.37 34.02 441.77 142.97
LoS F D F F
Intersection Delay 293.85
Intersection LOS F
Version 4.1d



Analyst

Agency/Co.

Date Performed-
Analysis Time Period

C. CARDEN

WILLDAN
7/30/2004
PM PEAK HOUR

Intersection
Jurisdiction
Analysis Year

TH ST.E. &AVE. J

CITY OF LANCASTER
OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT PROJ.

Project ID 1444373000

East/West Street: AVENUEJ .

North/South Street: . 30TH STREET EAST

[Movement . .
Volume 82 233 446 12 274 13
%Thrus Left Lane, 50 50 :
Approach Northbound Southbound
Movement L T R L T R
Volume 415 236 4 19 235 93
%Thrus Left Lane 50 - 50
' ‘ Eastbound " Westbound Northbound Southbound

L1 L2 L1 . L2 L1 L2 L1 L2
Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR
PHF 0.95 0.95 - 0.95 0.95
Flow Rate 800 313 688 364 -
% Heavy Vehicles .
No. Lanes 1 1 1 1
Geometry Group 1 1 1 1
Duration, T 0.25
Prop. Left-Tumns 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.1
Prop. Right-Tums 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.3
Prop. Heavy Vehicle o )
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7
hec, computed 886 | 8.86 | 886 | 8.86
hd, initial value 3.20 3.20 3.20 3.20
X, Initial 0.71 0.28 0.61 0.32
hd, final value 8.86 8.86 8.86 8.86
x, final value: 1.97 0.84 1.78 ) 0.93
Move-up time; m 2.0 - 2.0 20 2.0

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 R L2
Capacity 800 370 688 389
Delay 464.72 46.21 384.92 60.87
L0S ‘ F E F F
Approach: Delay 464.72 46.21 384.92 60.87

LOS F E F F
Intersection Delay 310.96
Intersection LOS F
Copyright © 2003 Univérsity of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d
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_SHORT REPORT — 3/ NAL IZE

C. CARDEN ‘ . lintersection O0TH ST. EAST & AVE. J

Analyst
Area Type All other areas
Agency or Co. WILLDAN \ Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 7/30/2004 OPEN DAY WITHOUT
{Time Period AM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year

PROJ. W/IMP.

. _ LT TH | RT LT TH |'RT | LT | TH RT LT RT
Num. of Lanes ' o |1 .J1 Jo 1 Jo 11 1 o [0 [1 [o
Lane group LT R , LTR L TR LTR
Volume (vph) 85 1174 |403 4 232 |16 1370 1335 | 12 9 342 (114
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0
PHF ‘ 095 1095 1095 1095 |0.95 10.95 10.95 |0.95 [0.95 |0.95 l0.95 |0.95
Actuated (P/A) ' A A | A A A A A A A A A A
Startup lost time 20 |20 2.0 20 |20 2.0
Ext. eff. green 20 120 2.0 20 120 2.0 -
Arrival type ' 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 | 3.0 30 | 30 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 120 12.0 12.0 |12.0 - 12.0 |
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/hr ’ . ‘ ‘ '
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 | 0 0 0
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 3.0 | 30 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 08
Timing G= 21.0 = G= G= G= 330 ‘ G= = =
. Y=3 = Y = Y = Y= 3 Y = Y = Y =
i : C gthC= 60.0 :

» | - “NB o sB
Adj. flow rate . . |272 1424 265 389 366 489
Lane group cap. 1560 | 565 .657 457  |1040 1005
vic ratio 049 075 0.40 085 |[0.35 0.49
Green ratio 0.35 [0.35 © 10.35 0.55 (0.55 0.55
Unif. delay d1 16.3 |17.2 | 148 | 11.4 7.5 183
Delay factor k _ N 011 ]0.31 0.11 - 1038 |0.11 0.11
Increm. delay d2 0.7 |56 0.4 . {143 0.2 : 0.4
|PF factor 1.000 }1.000 1.000 1.000 |1.000 | 1.000
Control delay ' 15.9 |22.8 15.2 25.7 7.7 8.7
Lane group LOS | B Cc B C A A
Apprch. delay 20.1 15.2 17.0 8.7
Approach LOS c B " B A
Intersec. delay 15.9 Intersection LOS B

HCS2000™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved . ' Version 4.1d



PM PEAK HOUR

C. CARDE

Analyst

Agency or Co. WILLDAN
Date Performed '7/30/2004
Time Period

Intersection
Area Type
Jurisdiction

Analysis Year

30TH ST. EAST & AVE. J
All other areas
CITY OF LANCASTER

OPEN DAY WITHOUT

PROJ. W/IMP.

Num. of Lanes 0 1 1 -0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0
Lane group LT R LTR L TR _ LTR
Volume (vph) 82 |233 |446 12 | 274 13 | 415 | 236 4 19 1235 | 93
% Heavy veh 0 0 0o | o 0 0 0. -]lo |o 0o .| o 0
PHF 0.95 |0.95 [0.95 [0.95 |0.95 |095 [0.95 [0.95 (095 [0.95 |0.95 [0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup lost time 20 |20 20 | 20 |20 2.0

Ext. eff. green 20 |20 2.0 20 |20 2.0

Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3 3

Unit Extension 3.0 |30 3.0 3.0 | 30 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 0 0
Lane Width _ 12.0 |12.0 . 1120 12.0 |12.0 - 1120 -
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N o N
Parking/hr .

Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unit Extension 30 |3.0 3.0 3.0 | 30 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 08
Timing G= 270 = G= G= G= 270 = = G=

Y= 3 = Y= Y= Y=3 = = Y=

Adj. flow rate 331 [ 469 315 1437 252 365
Lane group cap. 729 |727 837 406 | 853 809
vicratio 0.45 |0.65 0.38 1.08 10.30 0.45
Green ratio 045 |0.45 0.45 0.45 10.45 0.45
Unif. delay d1 11.4 |12.8 10.9 16.5  |10.5 114
Delay factor k 0.11 |0.22 0.11 0.50 |0.11 0.11
Increm. delay d2 05 |20 0.3 66.6 |02 0.4
PF factor 1.000 |(1.000 1000 | [1.000 |1.000 1.000 |
Control delay 11.9 |14.8 11.2 83.1 |10.7 11.8
Lane group LOS B B B F B | B
Apprch. delay 13.6 . 11.2 56.6 11.8
Approach LOS B B E B
Intersec. delay 26.6 Intersection LOS C

HCS2000™
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
oo S S Gt
Agency/Co. WILLDAN . OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT
Date Pgrfo_rmed ) 7/30/2004 Analysis Year PROJ
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR :
Project Description 14443 /3000 .
East/West Street.  AVENUE J-4 North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: North-South Study Period (hrs). 0.25
Major Street Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 2 : 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume 2 732 0 0 807 27
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 095 | 0.95 0.95 095
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 2 . 770 0 0 849 28
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - -- 0 - —
Median Type ' Undivided o
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes 1 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T TR
Upstream Signat 0 0 =
[Minor Street Westbound Eastbound ’
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 0 36 0 9
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 37 0 9
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage 0 0
JRT Channelized ' 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration LR 1
Approach” NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
“{Lane Configuration L LR
v (vph) 2 46
{C (m) (vph) 779 129
v/c 0.00 0.36
95% queue length 0.01 1.46
Control Delay 9.6 47.6 -
LOS A E
Approach Delay - - 47.6
Approach LOS - - E
Version 4.1d
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 30TH ST. E. & AVE. J-4
CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT
|Date Performed 7/30/2004 PROJ
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR :
Project Description 14443 /3000 .

East/West Street: AVENUE J-4

- |Intersection Orientation:

North-South _

Major Street Northbound , Southbound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
_ L T R L T R

Volume 1 716 0 0 831 . 39
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95. 0.95 . 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 1 753 0 0 874 41
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - 0 - -
[Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized 0 : 0
Lanes 1 1 0 0 1 0 -
Configuration L T . TR
{Upstream Signal : .. 0 0. .
| Minor Street Westbound Eastbound ) }
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12

j L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 0 22 0 23
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow-Rate, HFR 0 0 0 23 0 24
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0.
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach . N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized 4] 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration ’ :

. Eastbound |

Approach

Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR

v (vph) 1 47

C (m) (vph) 754 168

vic - 0.00 0.28

95% queue length 0.00 1.09

Control Delay 9.8 345

LOS : A D

Approach Delay - - 34.5

Approach LOS - - D
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

' Intersection

» 30THST. E. & AVE. J-4

f\"gh’f t /Co ﬁ,f Z‘ &%‘N Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Al i ] OPEN DAY WITHOUT PROV.

ate Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year W/IMP.
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443 / 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J-4 North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST

Study Period (hrs). 0.25

Major Sfreet Northbound Southbound

IMovement 5

Volume . 2 732 0 0 807 27

Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95. 0.95

Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 2 770 0 0 849 28

Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - | 0 - -

Median Type Undivided

RT Channelized 0 0

Lanes 1 2 0 0 1 0

Configuration L T R

Upstream Signal 0 0

Minor Street Westbound’ Eastbound S

Movement 7 8 ' 9 10 11 12
' L T R L T 'R

Volume 0 g 0 36 0 9

Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 '0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 37 0 9

Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0

Percent Grade (%) ' 0 0o

Flared Approach N N

Storage 0 0

RT Channelized 0 0

Lanes 0 0 0 0 0

Configuration .

HCS2000™

App , Eastbound
Movement . 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR
v (vph) 2 46
C (m) (vph) 779 183
vic 0.00 0.25
95% queue length 0.01 0.95
Control Delay 9.6 31.2
LOS A D
Approach Delay - -- 31.2
Approach LOS - -- D
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



~ TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

e O CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
gency/Co. : . OPEN DAY WITHOUT PROVJ.

Date Performed 7/30/2004 _ Analysis Year. W/IMP.

Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR .

Project Description 14443/ 3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J-4

North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST

Intersection Orientation: . North-South

HCS$2000™

Major Street Northbound , Southbound- N
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume 1 716 0 0 831 . 39 -
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 . 0.95 0.95 0.95 095
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 1 753 0 0 874 41
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - 0 - .
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized 0 - . 0
Lanes 1 2 ' 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T R
|Upstream Signal _ 0 0 .
Minor Street Westbound Eastbound o
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume - ' 0 0 0 22 -0 23
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 23 0 24
JPercent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Grade (%) 0 0 Lo
Flared Approach N N
|Storage 0. 0 _
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes -0 0 0 0 o 0
Configuration . LR '
Approach . Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 - 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR =
v (vph) 1 47
C (m) (vph) 754 228
vic 0.00 0.21
95% queue length 0.00 - 0.75
Control Delay 9.8 24.8
LOS A C
Approach Delay - - 24.8
Approach LOS -- . - C
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection

30TH ST E. & AVE. J-

_ ry
et G, CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Dg y/Lo0. . OPEN DAY WITHOUT PROJ.
ate Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year W/IMP. _
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443/ 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J-8 North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST

ajor Street

.{Intersection Orientation:

North-South

Study Period (hrs). 0.25

S"ou

bound
[Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume 7 265 70 365 377 47
|Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 095
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR . 7 278 73 384 396 49
|Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - 0 -, -
Median Type Undivided
RT Channelized 0 0
ILanes ' 1 1 0 1 1 0
Configuration L R L ‘ TR
|Upstream Signal 0 ' 0
Minor Street Westbound Eastbound 3
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
B L T R L T R
Volume 65 0 315 100 0 13 ,
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.85 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 68 0 331 105 0 13
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage ’ 0 , 0
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes 1 1 "0 1 1 0
Configuration

Approach stbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L . L R L R

v (vph) 7 384 68 331 105 13 .
C (m) (vph) 1126 1219 72 731 31 638
vic 0.01 0.32 0.94 0.45 3.39 0.02
95% queue length 0.02 1.36 4.81 2.37 12.42 0.06
Control Delay 8.2 9.3 188.8 13.9 1340 10.8
LOS A A F B F B
Approach Delay - -~ 43.7 1194

Approach LOS - - - E " F
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



Intersection

- TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection Orientation:

North-South

30TH ST. E. & AVE. J-8
e %ﬂ‘&%’v Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Dg y/0. . OPEN DAY WITHOUT PROJ.
ate Performed 7/30/2004 Analysis Year W/IMP
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR ’
Project Description 14443/ 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J-8 North/South Street:  30TH STREET EAST .

d

Movement 1 6
L R

Volume ‘ 13 55

Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95

Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 13 57

Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - 0 - -

Median Type - Undivided .

RT Channelized 0 , 0

Lanes 1 1 0 17 . 1 0

Configuration L R L TR

{Upstream Signal 0. 0

Minor Street Westbound ‘ Eastbound

Movement 7 8 9 - 10 . 11 12
L T R L T R

Volume 70 0 365 33 0 5

Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 73 0 384 34 o 5

Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0

Percent Grade (%) 0 0

Flared Approach N N

Storage 0 . 0

RT Channelized 0

Lanes 1 1 0

Configuration L

HCS$2000™

Approach NB SB Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L L L TR L TR
v (vph) 13 336 73 384 34 5
C (m) (vph) 1168 1156 83 670 26 677
vic 0.01 0.29 0.88 0.57. 1.31 0.01
95% queue length 0.03 1.21 4.64 3.65 4.11 - 0.02
Control Delay 8.1 9.4 155.1 ~17.3 506.4 [ 104
LOS A A F C F B
Approach Delay -- -- 39.3 442.8
Approach LOS - - E F

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d




SHORT REPORT — \3 I&G NAL | ZE]

30TH ST. EAST & AVE. J-

HCS2000™

» - . Intersection
Analyst C. CARDEN Area Type All other areas
Agency or Co. WILLDAN N
Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 7/30/2004 OPEN DAY WITHOUT
\ Time Period AM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year PROJ. W/ IMP.
Num. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Lane group L TR L R L TR L TR
Volume {vph) 100 0 13 65 0 315 7 1265 70 1365 |377 | 47
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 |0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 0.95 1095 10.95 10.95 1095 |0.95 10.95 [0.95 [0.95 [0.95 (095 l0.95
1Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A | A
Startup lost time 20 120 20 |20 20 |20 20 |20 |
Ext. eff. green 20 |20 20 |20 20 |20 20 |20
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 30 | 30 30 | 30 30 | 30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0
Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 12.0 [12.0 12.0 |12.0 12.0- [12.0 ‘
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N | N 0 N
Parking/hr
1Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0
Unit Extension 3.0 |30 3.0 3.0 3.0 | 30 3.0 | 3.0
Phasing’ EW Perm | 02 .03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07’ 08
Timin G= 18.0 G= G= G= G= 15.0 G= 18.0 G= . G=
d Y=3 Y= Y= Y= Y=3 Y=3 Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C = 60.0
T EB ws NB 7 sB
Adj. flow rate 105 14 68 332 7 353 384 | 446
Lane group cap. 204 485 427 485 451 552 451 | 561
v/c ratio 0.51 {0.03 0.16 (0.68 0.02 064 0.85 |0.80
|Green ratio 0.30 ]0.30 0.30 10.30 0.25 ]0.30 0.25 10.30
IUnif. delay d1 17.4 114.8 15.4 18.5 16.9 18.2 21.4 }19.3
Delay factor k 012 10.11 0.11 0.25 0.11 0.22 0.38 0.34
Increm. delay d2 2.3 0.0 0.2 4.0 0.0 25 144 |78
|PF factor 1.000 [1.000 1.000 |{1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000
Control delay 19.6 |14.9 15.6 22.5 17.0 20.7 3569 |27.1
Lane group LOS B B B C B C D C
Apprch. delay 19.1 21.3 20.6 31.2
Approach LOS B c c Cc
Intersec. delay 25.8 Intersection LOS C
Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



SHORT REPORT —

SICINALIZ

HCS2000™

Analyst C. CARDEN Intersection 30TH ST. EAST & AVE. J-8
Area Type All other areas
Agency or Co. . WILLDAN e
Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 7/30/2004 OPEN DAY WITHOUT
Time Period PM PEAK HQUR : Analysis Yearﬂ PROJ. W/ IMP.

" [Num. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1.11 {o
Lane group . L TR L TR L R L TR
Volume (vph) 33 0 5 70 365 [ 13 334 |60 |320 |328 | 55
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 | o 0 0 0 0 0 0
|PHF 10.95 10.95 10.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 [0.95 |0.95 [0.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95
Actuated (P/A) A 1A A A A A TA A A A | A
Startup lost time 20 |20 20 |20 2.0 2.0 20 120
Ext. eff. green . 20 |20 20 |20 .20 |20 20 120
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3 L 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 3.0 . 30 1} 30 30 | 30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0 0 _ 0
Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 12.0 120 120 |12.0 12.0 |12.0 |-
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 | N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N.
|Parking/hr
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 ‘ 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension: 3.0 |3.0 3.0 | 3.0 30 | 3.0 3.0} 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 Excl. Left | Thru & RT 07 08
Timin G= 180 |G= G= = G= 1560 |G= 180 |G= G=

¢ Y=3  |v= Y= Y= Y=3 Y=3 Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 - . : Cycle LengthC= 60.0. ..

_ EB , wB NB SB
Adj. flow rate 35 5 74 384 14 | 415 337 | 403
[Lane group cap. 163 485 430 ‘485 451 557 451 558
v/c ratio 0.21 j0.01 0.17 0.79 0.03  |0.75 0.75 {072
Green ratio 0.30 |0.30 0.30 |0.30 025 |0.30 - 025 {0.30
Unif. delay d1 16.7 |14.7 155 |19.3 17.0 |18.9 20.8 |18.8
Delay factor k 0.11 10.11 0.11 {0.34 0.11 10.30 0.30 |0.28
Increm. delay d2 0.7 0.0 0.2 8.7 0.0 5.4 6.7 4.6
PF factor =~ 1.000 |1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 11.000 1.000 }1.000
Control delay 16.4 |14.8 15.7 128.0 17.0 |24.4 27.5 |234
Lane group LOS B B B C B C C c
Apprch. defay 16.2 26.0 24.1 25.2
Approach LOS B C C C
Intersec. delay 24.9 Intersection LOS C
Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



Opening Day (Ye.ar 2006)
With Project Conditions



Analyst

C. CARDEN

Agency or Co. WILLDAN
Date Performed - 8/2/2004 .
Time Period AM PEAK HOUR

Intersection
Area Type
Juyisdiction

Analysis Year

30THST.E. 8 AVE. K

All other areas

CITY OF LANCASTER
OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
PROJECT

HCS2000™

Num. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 {o 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane group L TR L R L T R L T R
Volume (vph) 180 |455 | 25 57 1409 | 80 46 - 1120 | 69 71 140 | 225

% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 095 |0.95 1095 |0.95 ({095 |0.95 [0.95 |0.95 10.95 [0.95 [0.95 [0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup lost time 20 {20 20 |20 20 |20 2.0 20 (20 {20
Ext. eff. green 20 120 2.0 2.0 20 |20 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Arrival type 3 |3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 3.0 30 |30 |30 |30 |30 {30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 | 0 0
Lane Width 120 |12.0 12.0 (120 |- 12.0 120 |120 |120 [120 12_.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/hr

Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension 130 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 __03 04 NS Perm 06 07 ~ 08
Timin G= 30.0 = G = = G=240 |G= = G=

9 Y= 3 = Tvy= Y= Y= 3 Y= = Y=

Duration of Analysis (hrs C
Adj. flow rate 189 | 505 60 '|515 48 |126 | 73 75 | 147 | 237
Lane group cap. 315 {1791 411 927 500 760 646 514 |760 |646
v/c ratio 0.60  0.28 0.15 0.56 0.10 10.17 0.11 0.15 10.19 10.37
Green ratio ) . 10.50 10.50 0.50 (050 040 (0.40 [0.40 (040 |0.40 |0.40
Unif. delay d1 10.7 187 8.1 10.4 11.2 |11.6 |11.3 |11.5 (117 |12.7
Delay factor k 0.19 |0.11 0.11 |0.15 0.11 {o0.11 |0.11 |0.11 l0.11 |0.11
Increm. delay d2 3.2 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4
PF factor 1.000 [1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 11.000 |1.000 |1.000
Control delay 139 |88 83 |11.1 11.3 |11.7 |11.4 |11.6 |11.8 [13.0
Lane group LOS B A A B B B B B B. B
Apprch. delay 10.2 10.8 11.5 12.4 '
Approach LOS B B B B

Intersec. delay 11.1 Intersection LOS B

Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Version 4.1d




Duration of Analysis (hrs

___SHORT REPORT— SIENALIZED
Analyst C. CARDEN 'I:ters_lqctlon BOTZ”S'It'hE. AVE. K
Agency or Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiotion CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed -8/2/2004 - .
! . . OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Time Penod PM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year' N PROJECT
Num. of Lanes 1 2 0 1 1 o0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lane group L TR L TR L T R | L T R
Volume {vph) 234 | 541 78 56 {546 | 65 89 1190 | 65 90 1160 |194
% Heavy veh 0 | o 0 0 0 0 0 0 o [ o0 o | 0
PHF _ 095 10.95 (095 [0.95 [0.95 10.95 [0.95 [0.95 |0.95 |0.95 [0.95 [0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A | A A A A | A A A A A
Startup lost time 20 |20 20 |20 20 120 20 |20 20 |20
Ext. eff. green 20 120 2.0 2.0 20 |20 2.0 20 120 |20
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 30 | 30 3.0 |30 |30 |30 |30 |30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 {12.0 12.0 [12.0 12.0 |12.0 |12.0 |12.0 120 |120.
Parking/Grade/Parking "N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/hr :
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 | 1 30 3.0 3.0 .] 30 3.0 | 30
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 L
Timing G= 300 G= = G= G = 240 |G= G=
Y=3 1Y = Y= Y= Y= 3 Y= Y =
: C _

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

, EB "WB _ SB-
Adj. flow rate 246 | 651 59 643 94 |200 | 68 95 |168 |204
Lane group cap. 218 (1771 333 935 480 - 760_ 646 450 |760 |646
v/c ratio 1.13 |0.37 |o.18  |o.69 020 |(0.26 |0.11 [0.21 |0.22 |0.32
Green ratio 0.50 |0.50 0.50 |0.50 040 (040 1040 |(0.40 |0.40 |0.40
Unif. delay d1 150 |9.2 82 |[114 11.7 |121 |11.3 |11.8 [11.8 {124
Delay factor k 0.50 |0.11 0.11 {0.26 011 |o11 o11 o111 |o11 o.11
Increm. delay d2 99.8 |0.1 0.3 21 02 |oz2 0.1 02 |o1 |03
PF factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000 {1.000 |1.000 |1.000 {1.000
Control delay 114.8 | 9.3 85 |13.6 11.9 123 |11.3 [12.0 |120 [126
Lane group LOS F A A B B B B B B B
Apprch. delay 38.2 13.1 12.0 12.3
Approach LOS D B B B
Intersec. delay 22.1 Intersection LOS C
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
' Intersection 27THST.E. &AVE. J
Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Date Performed - 8/2/2004 , Analysis Year PROJECT
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR .
Project Description 14443 /3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J North/South Street. 27TH STREET EAST
intersection Orientation. East-West Study Period (hrs): 0.25 '
Major Street Eastbound e Westbound-
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 19 640 3 2 778 -8
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 20 673 3 2 818 8
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 1 1 0 1 2 0
Configuration L TR T TR
Upstream Signal - 0 0
Minor Street Northbound " Southbound .
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 4 0 3 6 0 46
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 - 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 4 0 3 6 0 48
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, P, ‘ 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR
Approach - Southbound
Movement - 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L 'L LTR LTR
VVolume, v (vph) 20 2 7 54
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 813 925 201 342
v/c ratio - 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.16
Queue length (95%) 0.08 0.01 0.11 0.556
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.5 8.9 23.6 17.5.
LOS A A C C
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 23.6 17.5
Approach LOS - -- - C C
Version 4.1d
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TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
' Intersection 27THST. E. & AVE. J
Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Date Performed 8/2/2004 Analysis Year PROJECT .
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR :
Project Description 74443 / 3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J INorth/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST
Intersection Origntation: _East-West. : i ;
Major Street
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 43 818 1 1 804 6
Peak-hour factor, PHF- 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 45 861 1 1 846 6
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, Py, 0 B - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 : 0
Lanes 1 1 0 - 1 2 0
Configuration L . TR L T TR
Upstream Signal -0 - 0 :
Minor Street Northbound Southbound : _
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
, L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 .2 5 -0 36
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 2 5 0 37
Proportion of heavy .
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 _ 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage _ 0 0
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 ' 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration ' . LTR __LTR
Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 ! 11 12
Lane Configuration L L LTR _ ' LTR
Volume, v (vph) 45 1 : 2 : 42
Capacity, ¢, (vph). 795 789 302 250
v/c ratio _ 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.17
Queue length (95%) - 0.18 0.00 0.02 0.59
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.8 9.6 17.0 22.3
LOS A A C o]
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 17.0 22.3
Approach LOS - - C C
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Vérsion 4.1d



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS
Analyst C. CARDEN ' intersection ' 27TH ST. EAST & AVE. J4
Agency/Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed : 8/2/2004 Analysis Year OPEN DAY (2006) WITH PROJECT
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR
Project ID 14443 / 3000 .
. [East/West Street:  AVENUE J4 North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST .
Approach’ Eastbound E : - "Westbound
Movement L T ' R L T R
Volume 0 35 0 16 35 0
%Thrus Left Lane 50 50 '
Approach i Northbound - ) Southbound
Movement L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 14 0 0 0
%Thrus Left Lane 50 . ' 50 3
' Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 : L2 L1 L2
Configuration TR LT LR
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95
Flow Rate 36 52 14
% Heavy Vehicles - ’
No. Lanes 1 1 1 0
Geometry Group 1 1 1
Duration, T 0.25
IProp. LéﬁfTths 00 0.3 0.0
[Prop. Right-Tums 0.0 0.0 1.0
Prop. Heavy Vehicle ’
|hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 --0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7°

hadj, computed

hd, initial vaiue : 3.20
X, inttial 0.03 0.05 0.01
[, final value 3.97 3.97 3.97
x, final value 0.04 0.06 0.01
Move-up time, m 2.0 2.0 2.0

Service Time

PN

Westbound

HCS2000™

Eastbound Southbound
L1 L2 L1 1.2 L1 L2 L1 L2
Capacity 286 302 264
Delay 7.14 7.27 6.53
Los A A A
Approach: Delay 7.14 7.27 6.53
LOS A A A
Intersection Delay 7.12
Intersection LOS A
Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4 .




Analyst
Agency/Co.

Date Performed
Analysis Time Period

C. CARDEN

WILLDAN
8/2/2004
PM PEAK HOUR

Intersection
Jurisdiction
Analysis Year

ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS

27TH ST. EAST & AVE. J4
CITY OF LANCASTER
OPEN DAY (2006) WITH PROJECT

|Project ID 14443 /3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J-4

oac

North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST .

Westbo ] _
Movement L R L T R
Volume 0 0 14 35 0
%Thrus Left Lane 50. 50 '
‘{Approach Northbound Southbound
Movement L T R L T R
Volume -0 0 17 0 0 0.
|%Thrus Left Lane 50 50 _ '
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
L1 L2 L1 L2 . L2 T L2
Configuration R LT LR
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95
[Flow Rate 36 50 17 .
% Heavy Vehicles
No. Lanes 1 1 1 0
Geometry Group 1 1 1 '
‘{Duration, T

Prop. Left-Tums

[Prop. Right-Tums 1.0

Prop. Heavy Vehicle )

hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7

hadj, computed

hd, initial value .

X, initial

hd, final value

x, final value

[Move-up time, m

}Service Time

Westbound

Northbound Southbound
L1 12 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2
Capacity 286 300 267 |
Delay 7.14 7.26 6.54
LOS A A A
Approach: Delay 7.14 7.26 '6.54
LOS A A A
Intersection Delay 7.10 ,
Intersection LOS A
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
' P Intersection T i.AVE. J-8
Analyst C. CARDEN o
| Age:cy/Co WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004" } Analysis Year gggyEDCATY (2006) WITH
Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR
Project Description 14443/ 3000 :
East/West Street: AVENUE J-8 North/South Street: 277H STREET EAST ’
Intersection Orientation: East-West Study Period (hrs): 0.25 _ .
Meor Stont i B
Movement 1 2 3 4 6
L T. R L R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 36 53
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 - 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 0 37 . 55
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type “Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 1 0 1
Configuration L R
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street : Northbound Southbound
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
, L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 1356 57 53 137 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 142 60 55 144 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 __.0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage = -0 0
RT Channelized? - 0 0
Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration TR LT
Approdgch “EB - WB Northbound - Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L R LT
Volume, v (vph) 37 202 199
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1636 825 745
v/c ratio 0.02 0.24 0.27
Queue length (95%) - 0.07 0.96 1.08
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.3 10.8 11.6
LOS A B B
Approach delay (s/veh) - - 10.8 11.6
Approach LOS - - B B
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



~ TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

27TH ST. E. & AVE. J-8

e e e
Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. . WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Date Performed 8/2/2004 Analysis Year OrCi DAY (2006)
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR

|Project Description 14443 / 3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J-8

North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST

Intersection Orientation:

East-West

bound

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Major Street
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 26 0 57
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 ~0.95 0.95 - 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 0 27 0 60
Proportion of heavy y
vehicles, Py,, 0 - - 0 - -
AMedian type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0
Lanes 0 0 0 1 0 1
Configuration - L - - R
Upstream Signal 0 .0 - | '
Minor Street "~ Northbound Southbound :
Movement 7 8 9 10 - 11 12
L T R L T , R
Volume (veh/h) 0 126 29 63 137 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 -0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 132 30 66 144 ' 0
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) - 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage ' 0 0
RT Channelized? _ 0 0
Lanes ) 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration . . B TR LT e e
Approach EB WB Northbound Southbound
Movement 1 4 7 [ 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L TR LT .
Volume, v (vph) 27 162 210
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 1636 812 783
v/c ratio 0.02 0.20 0.27
Queue length (95%) 0.05 0.74 1.08
Control Delay (s/veh) 7.2 10.5 11.3
LOS A B B
Approach delay (s/veh) - - - 10.5 11.3
Approach LOS - - B B
Version 4.1d




Analyst

Agency/Co.

Date Performed
Analysis Time Period

C. CARDEN
WILLDAN
8/3/2004

AM PEAK HOUR

Intersection”
Jurisdiction
Analysis Year

ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS

"27TH ST. E. & AVE. J-8
CITY OF LANCASTER

OPEN DAY WITH PROJECT-ALL
STOP :

Project ID 14443 /3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J-8

North/South Street:

Approach ‘ Eastbound Westbound
[Movement L T R L T R
Volume _ 0o 0 0 36 ) 0 53
%Thrus Left Lane 50 50
Approach Northbound : Southbound -
ovement L T R L T R
Volume 0 135 57 53 137 i 0
%Thrus Left Lane 50 50 ' )
Eastbound Westhound Northbound Southbound
L1 12 L1 L2 Lt L2 L1 L2
Configuration L R TR LT
PHF 0.95 0.85 0.95 - 0.95
Flow Rate 37 55 202 199
% Heavy Vehicles
No. Lanes 0 2 1 1
Geometry Group 1 2 2
Duration, T 0.25
[Prop. Right-Tums 0.0 1.0 0.3 0.0
lProp. Heavy Vehicle
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 . -0.6 -0.6 _-0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7
hadj, computed 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
hd, initial value 3.20 3.20 "'3.20 3.20
x, initial 0.03 0.05 0.18 0.18
hd, final value 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
x, final value 0.05 0.06 0.23 ~ 0.24

|Move-up time, m

2.0

2.0 2.0

Service Time

Eastbound

Northbourid

* Westbound Southbound
L1 L2 o L2 L1 L2 Lt L2

Capacity 287 305 452 449

Delay 8.24 7.46 8.40 8.76

LOS A A A A

Approach: Delay 7.77 8.40 8.76

' LOS A A A

Intersection Delay 8.43

Intersection LOS ) v A
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, Alf Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS

Intersection

27TH ST, E. & AVE. J-8

Analyst %IITL;DA”EN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER

Sg?en ?Zgg,:med 8/3/2004 Analysls Year g;gﬁ DAY WITH PROJECT-ALL
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR

|Project 1D 74443 /3000

East/West Street: - AVENUE J-8 North/South Street.

Approach . Eastbound Westbound

Movement L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 0 - 26 0 57
%Thrus Left Lane’ 50 50 . '
Approach Northbound Southbound )
Movement L T . R L T R
Volume 0 126 29 63 137 - 0
%Thrus Left Lane . 50. 50 L

Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
L1 12 L1 12 L1 12 L1 L2

Configuration ' L R R LT '
PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
|Flow Rate 27 60 162 210

% Heavy Vehicles

No. Lanes 7 0 2 1 1

 [Geometry Group 1 2 2

[Prop. Right-Tums

Prop. Heavy Vehicle

0.2

hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 ,
hRT-adj -0.6 : -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -06
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7

hadj, computed

B

hd, initial value 3.20 . 3.20 3.20 3.20
x, initial 0.02 0.05 0.14 0.19
hd, final value 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00
x, finat value 0.04 0.07 0.19 0.25

|Move-up time, m

2.0 2.0

2.0

Service Time

Eastbound Westbotind Northbound Southbound
L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 12
Capacity 277 310 412 460
Delay 811 7.42 8.18 8.78
LOS A A A A
Approach: Delay 7.63 8.18 - 878
LOS A A A
intersection Delay 8.35 »
Intersection LOS A
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d




TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

: S e T ) rs— TSI E e A
Analyst C. CARDEN N

A;:rfylc o. WILLDAN /Jurlsdlctlon CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004 . Analysis Year gggyEDC/;_Y (2006) WITH
‘Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR

Project Description - 14443/ 3000

East/West Street: AVENUE K

North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST

East-West

Intersection Orientation:

| Study Period (hrs):

Major Street - Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T R L T R
Volume (Veh/h) 150 661 0 -0 856 12
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95. 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 157 695 0 0 901 " 12
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
1RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 1 2 0 0 2 0
Configuration L T T TR
Upstream Signal 0 0
Minor Street “Northbound f Southbound R
Movement 7 8 : 9 10 11 12
' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 3 0 184
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 0 3 0 193
Proportion of heavy .
vehicles, P, 0 0 0 0 0 ,
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N "N ,
Storage 0 0 o
RT Channelized? ' 0 0
ILanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration ' LR '

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Approach . , Northbound Southbound o

Movement - 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12

Lane Configuration L ' | LR

Volume, v (vph) 157 196
|Capacity, ¢, (vph) 755 512

vic ratio 0.21 0.38

Queue length (95%) 0.78 1.78

Control Delay (s/veh) 11.0 16.3

LOS B C

Approach delay (s/veh) - - 16.3

Approach LOS -- - C

Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

' Intersection : 27THST. E. & AVE. K
Analyst C. CARDEN | Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. - , WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Date Performed 8/2/2004 . Analysis Year . PROJECT
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR
Project Description 74443 / 3000 ‘
East/West Street:  AVENUE K : T [North/South Street: 27TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation. East-West ™ |Stud¥ Period (hrs). 0.25

Major Street ' . Eastbound B e Westbound

Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6

i L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) ' 204 928 0 0 810 8
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 . 0.95 . 095 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 214 . 976 0 0o . 852 5 8
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, \ 0 T _ - 0 - -
Median type o Undivided ‘
RT Channelized? . 0 0.
Lanes . 1 2 0 0 2 0 :
Configuration L T T ' TR
Upstream Signal . 0 A 0
Minor Street Northbound ' - Southbound ;
Movement 7 8 9 10 1 12

. L T R L T R
Volume {veh/h) 0 . 0 0 . 8 0 199
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 095
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 0 0 8 ' 0 209
Proportion of heavy '
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 0
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach N N
Storage : 0 ) . 0

RT Channelized? \_ , 0 0
Lanes 0 o 0 0 0 0
Confi guratlon o . LR
Approach : Northbound Southbound ~ -
Movement 1 4 7 - 8 9 10 | 11 12
Lane Configuration L o _ LR
Volume, v (vph) ' 214 217
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 790 _ ) 428
v/c ratio 0.27 , _ | o051
Queue length (95%) 1:10 _ _ 2.79
Control Delay (s/veh) 11.2 21.7
LOS B o
Approach delay (s/veh) -- -- ‘ . 21.7
Approach LOS - - c
HCSZOOOTM. Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP. CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection ) 26TH ST.E. & AVE. J

2;22’:; /Co. . ﬁ/lff gqlii/:‘N Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004 Analysis Year gRPngEDCATY (2006) WITH
Analysis Time Period ' AM PEAK HOUR '
Project Description 14443/ 3000 ' -
East/West Street: AVENUE J INorth/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: East-West |Studx Period (hrs): 0.25
Major Street , ' . ‘ " "Westbound
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
L T ‘R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 0 667 149 16 803 , 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0 702 156 . 16 845 0
Proportion of heavy ‘ ‘
vehicles, Py, . 0 B - 0 - -
Median type . Undivided
RT Channelized? , 0 _ 0
Lanes : 0 1 1 -1 2 ' 0
Configuration - T R L T
|Upstream Signal , 0 0
Minor Street Northbound . Southbound -
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
' ' L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 161 : 0 17 0 ' 0 : 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 095 0.95 - 095 0.95 ) 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 169 0 e 17 . 0 0 0
Proportion of heavy ‘ '
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 0 0 0 .
Percent grade (%) 0 -0
Flared approach _ N N
Storage B v 0 0 L
RT Channelized? .0 ' 0
Lanes -0 .0 0 0 0 0
Configuratio " LR '
Approach ~ Northbound _ ~~ Southbound
Movement 1 ' 4 7. 8 .9 10 11 ‘12
Lane Configuration L LR
Volume, v (vph) 16 186
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 791 198
v/c ratio ' 0.02 0.94
Queue length (95%) | 0.06 7.64
Control Delay (s/veh) 9.6 98.3
LLOS - A ' E
Approach delay (s/veh) - —~ 98.3
Approach LOS - - F _
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Floﬁda, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY
Intersection AVE. J
Analyst C. CARDEN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. WILLDAN OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Date Performed 8/2/2004 Analysis Year PROJECT ( )
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR
Project Description 14443 /3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J .

Intersection Orientation:

East-West

! North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST

Approach

Movement
Volume (veh/h) 0
Peak-hour factor, PHF .9
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, P, 0 - - 0 - -
Median type Undivided
RT Channelized? 0 0
Lanes 0 1 1 1 2 0
~|Configuration T R L T o
Upstiream Signal 0 0
Minor Street g Northbound Southbound
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume (veh/h) 151 0 21 0 0 .0
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 -0.95 0.95 095 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate (veh/h) 158 0 22 0 0 0
Proportion of heavy
vehicles, Py, 0 0 0 _ 0 0 :
Percent grade (%) 0 0
Flared approach . N N
Storage 0 . o
RT Channelized? [4] 0
Lanes . 0 0 0 .0 0 0
Configuration o

Northbound .

Southbound

Movement 1 4 7 8 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR
Volume, v (vph) 28 180
Capacity, ¢, (vph) 663 136
v/c ratio 0.04 1.32
Queue length (95%) 0.13 11.41
Control Delay (s/veh) 10.7 249.4
LOS B F
Approach delay (s/veh) - s .- 249.4
Approach LOS -- -- F
Version 4.1d
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)

SHORT REPORT —\SIGNALIZE.

i

Analyst

- _. L 'nteretin H S—

_ Area Type All other areas
Agency or Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004 OPEN DAY WITH PROJECT
Time Period AM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year

- W/IMP.

, S LT RT | LT TH RT LT | TH | RT LT TH RT
INum. of Lanes _ 0 1 1 1 2 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Lane group T R L T LR
Volume (vph) _ 667 |149 | 16 |803 161 | . 17
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 -0 0 0
PHF 095 1095 1095 |0.95 10.95 0.95
Actuated (P/A) _ A A A A A ’ A
Startup lost time 20 |20 20 120 2.0
. [Ext. eff. green _ 20 120 (20 20 |. 2.0
Arrival type - 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 |30 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 [120 |12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 | N | N 0 N N N
Parking/hr
'|Bus stops/hr : o | o0 0 .0 0
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 -] 3.0 ‘
Phasing. EW Perm 02 03 v 04 NB Only 06 07 08
Timin G= 39.0 = G= G= G= 150 |G= ' = 1G=
9 Y= 3 = Y= . 1Y = Y=3 Y= = Y =
i C
Adj. flow rate 702 157 17 845 _ ' 187
Lane group cap. 1235 |1050 } 396 2346 449
v/c ratio | ' 0.57 l0.15 |0.04 |0.36 0.42
Green ratio 10.65 0.65 |0.65 |0.65 ' 0.25
Unif. delay d1 58 4.1 38 4.8 _ 18.8
Delay factor k 0.16 |0.11 011 10.11 . 0.11
Increm. delay d2 | 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.1 . 106
|PF factor 1.000 |1.000 }1.000 |1.000 ~ |1.000
Control delay 65 |41 |38 4.9 19.5
Lane group LOS A A A A B
Apprch. delay 6.0 . 4.9 19.5
Approach LOS A A B
Intersec. delay 6.8 , Intersection LOS A

HCS2000™ v Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



SHORT REPORT — ¢

Agency or Co CW(ISLI?.FB?AZN Area Type All other areas
gency or -o. Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER -
Date Performed 8/2/2004 OPEN DAY WITH PROJECT
Time Period PM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year
_ - W/MP.
_ RT
Num. of Lanes 0 1 1 1 2 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Lane group T R L T LR .
Volume (vph) 846 |165 | 27 870 1161 21
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 0.95 1095 |0.95 |0.95 0.95 0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A
Startup lost time 2.0 20 |20 2.0 ' 2.0
Ext. eff. green 20 {20 (20 |20 2.0
Arrival type 3 3 13 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 .|30 3.0 30
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 |120 |12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N N 0 N N
- |Parking/hr .
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0.
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 | 3.0
Phasing EW Perm . 02 03 04 . NB Only . 06 07 08
Fimin G=39.0 |G= G= G= G= 150 |G= G= G=
9 Y=3 Y= Y= Y= Y=3 Y= Y= =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 : Cycle Length C = 60.0
EB wB NB ‘ SB.
Adj. flow rate 891 | 174 28 916 181
Lane group cap. 1235 |1050 |310 2346 | 448
vic ratio 0.72 (0.17 0.09 ]0.39 0.40
Green ratio 065 |0.65 |065 065 0.25
Unif. delay d1 6.9 4.1 3.9 4.9 18.8
|Delay factor k 0.28 |0.11 |0.11 0.11 0.11
Increm. delay d2 2.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 - 0.6 ,
PF factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 -|1.000 1.000
Control delay 9.0 |42 |40 5.0 19.4
Lane group LOS A A A A B
Apprch. delay 8.2 5.0 19.4
Approach LOS A A B
Intersec. delay 7.8 Intersection LOS A
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



Analyst
Agency/Co.

Date Performed
Analysis Time Period

C. CARDEN

WILLDAN
8/2/2004
AM PEAK HOUR

Hintersection
Jurisdiction
Analysis Year

26TH ST. E. & AVE. J4
CITY OF LANCASTER
OPEN DAY (2006) WITH PROJECT

Project ID 14443 /3000 |

" |East/West Street: AVENUE J-4

Approach

Eastbound -

North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST

Duration, T

Prop. Left-Tums

. Westbourid
Movement L T L T R -
Volume 5 0 0 0 135
9%Thrus Left Lane 50 . 50
Approach Northbound : -Southbound
Movement L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 0 135 0 5
%Thrus Left Lane 50 50
- Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
L1 L2 L1 . L2 L1 12 L1 ' L2
Configuration LT TR LR
PHF 0.95 0.95 ’ 0.95
|Flow Rate 5 142 147
% Heavy Vehicles )
|No. Lanes 1 1 0 1
Geometry Group 1 1 ' 1

0.0

Prop. Right-Tums

Prop. Heavy Vehicle

hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7

hadj, computed

hd, inftial value

4.58

3.20

4.58

3.20

4.58

x, initial 0.00 0.13
hd, final value 4.58 4.58
x, final value 0.01 0.14

|Move-up time, m

2.0

2.0

Service Time

Westbound

" " Northbound

Southbound

Eastbound
L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2 L1 L2

Capacity 255 392 397

Delay 7.61 7.27 8.30

LOS A A A

Approach: Delay 7.61 7.27 8.30

LOS A A A

Intersection Delay 7.79

Intersection LOS A
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



Analyst

Agency/Co.

Date Performed
Analysis Time Period

ALL-WAY STOP CONTROL ANALYSIS

C. CARDEN

Intersection
WILLDAN Jurisdiction
8/2/2004 Analysis Year
PM PEAK HOUR

26TH ST. E. & AVE. J4

CITY OF LANCASTER
OPEN DAY (2006) WITH PROJECT

Project 1D 14443 /3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J-4

North/South Street: 26TH STREET EAST

tbound

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Approach Eastbound
Movement L T R L T R
Volume 5 0 -0 0 0 135
%Thrus Left Lane 50 . 50 B
Approach - Northbound Southbound
|Movement L - T R L T R
Volume .0 0 0 135 0 5
%Thrus Left Lane 50 50
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
L1 12 T L2 L1 L2 L1 L2
Configuration LT TR LR
|PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95
Flow Rate 5 142 147
% Heavy Vehicles
No. Lanes 1 1 0 1
. |Geometry Group 1 1 1
Duration, T _0.25
Prop. Left-Turns 1.0 0.0 1.0
Prop. Right-Tums 0.0 1.0 0.0
iProp. Heavy Vehicle . )
hLT-adj 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
hRT-adj -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 0.6 -0.6
hHV-adj 1.7 1.7 1.7 . 1.7 1.7 1.7
hadj, computed 4.58. . 4.58 4.58
hd, initial value 3.20 .3.20 3.20
X, initial 0.00 0.13 0.13
hd, final value 4.58 4.58 4.58
x, final value | 0.01 0.14 0.18
Move-up time, m 2.0 20 2.0
Service Time
Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
L1 L2 L1 L2 - L1 L2 L1 L2
Capacity 255 392 397
Delay 7.61 7.27 8.30
LOS A A A
Approach: Delay 7.61 7.27 8.30
LOS A A A
Intersection Delay 7.79
Intersection LOS A
Version 4.1d



SHORT REPORT —<S/GNALIZED

o 30TH'ST. EAST & AVE. J
Analyst C. GARDEN All other areas
Agency or Co. WILLDAN CITY OF LANCASTER
Time Period AM PEAK HOUR PROJECT
_ LT TH | RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Num. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0
Lane group LT R - |LTR L. |TR LTR
* [Volume (vph) - 85 174 403 | 4 232 16 1370 |370 12 9 377 114
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 095 1095 {095 [0.95 {095 [0.95 10.95 [0.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup lost time 20 |20 2.0 20 20 2.0
Ext. eff. green - 20 |20 2.0 20 |20 2.0
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension , 30 |30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0.
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width . '12.0 [12.0 ' 12.0 12.0 |12.0 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N N N 0 N N 0 N
Parking/hr
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 30 | 30 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 08
Timin G=210 |G= G= G= G=330 |G= G= G=
9 Jv=3 Y= Y= Y= Y=3 Y= Y= =
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.2§ Cycle Length C = 60.0
BB - ws  'NB SB
Adj. flow rate 272 | 424 265 389 402 526
Lane group cap. 560 565 657 435 1040 1008
v/c ratio 0.49 |0.75 0.40 0.89 0.39 0.52
Green ratio 0.35 10.35 0.35 0.55 0.55 0.55
Unif. delay d1 16.3 |17.2 14.8 12.0 7.7 8.5
|Delay factor k 0.11 10.31 0.11 042 |0.11 0.13
Increm. delay d2 0.7 56 04 20.4 0.2 0.5
|PF factor 1.000 {1.000 1.000 1.000 }1.000 1.000
Control delay 15.9 228 | 15.2 32.4 8.0 9.0
Lane group LOS B C B C A A
Apprch. delay 20.1 15.2 20.0 9.0
Approach LOS Cc B B A
Intersec. delay 16.9 Intersection LOS B
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



30TH ST, EAST & AVE. J

/Rnglyst or Co CW%YB%?VN All other areas
gency or -o. - Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004 _ OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Tlmfe Perlpd ‘ PM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year PROJECT
LT
Num. of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0
Lane group LT | R LTR ‘ L | TR LTR
Volume (vph) 82 |233 |[446 12 1274 | 13 415 |[271 4 19 |270 | 93
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 {0 0 0
PHF 095 1095 (095 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 [0.95 |0.95 (095 ]0.95 [0.95 [0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A | A | A
Startup lost time 20 |20 2.0 20 120 2.0
Ext. eff. green - 20 |20 2.0 20 120 2.0
Arrival type 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 }3.0 3.0 3.0 | 30 30 |
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 : 0 10 0 0 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 12.0 12.0 |12.0 , 12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N 0 N | N 0 N N | o0 N
IParking/hr '
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 30 | 30 3.0
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 NS Perm 06 07 08
G= 270 = G= G= G=270 |G= = G=
Y=
C
Adj. flow rate 331 ] 469 315 437 289 402
|Lane group cap. 729 |727 837 382 |853 812
‘Ivic ratio 0.45 |0.65 0.38 1.14 1034 0.50
* 1Green ratio 045 |0.45 0.45 0.45 |0.45 0.45
Unif. delay d1 114 128 10.9 16.5 10.7 11.7
Delay factor k 0.11 10.22 0.11 0.50 |0.11 0.11
Increm. delay d2 0.5 |20 0.3 91.3 0.2 0.5
PF factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 1.000 }1.000 1.000
Control delay 11.9 |148 11.2 107.8 |10.9 12.2
Lane group LOS B B B F B B
Apprch. delay 13.6 11.2 69.3 12.2
Approach LOS B B E B
Intersec. delay 31.0 Intersection LOS C

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserqu

Version 4.1d



TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

“30TH ST.

nalet %,EL"&’%EN icti CITY OF LANCASTER
gencyrbo. OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Date Performed 8/2/2004 PROJECT

Analysis Time Period AM PEAK HOUR

Project Description 14443 /3000

East/West Street: AVENUE J-4

[North/South Street: 30TH STREET EAST

intersection Orientation: North-South

, IStudy Period (hrs). 0.25

HCS2000™

Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved

Major Street und ' :
Movement 1 2 3 4 5 6
. L T R L T R
Volume 2 732 0 0 807 62
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 2 770 0 0 849 65
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - 0 — -
Median Type "Undivided
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes . 1 2 0 0 1 0
Configuration L T TR
|Upstream Signal 0 0 '
Minor Street Westbound Eastbound
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12
L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 0 71 0 9
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 74 0 9
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0. 0
Percent Grade (%) ' 0 0
Flared Approach N N
Storage o 0
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration
Approach NB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L ' ' LR
v (vph) 2 83
C (m) (vph) 754 170
vic . 0.00 0.49
95% queue length 0.01 2.35
Control Delay 9.8 . 44.9
L.OS A E
Approach Delay - - 44.9
Approach LOS - - E
Version 4.1d



~ TWO-WAY STOP CONTROL SUMMARY

Intersection | 30TH ST. E. & AVE. J-4

pnast G, CARLEN | Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Agency/Co. - | . . OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Date Performed 8/2/2004 Analysis Year PROJECT
Analysis Time Period PM PEAK HOUR

|Project Description  14443/3000
East/West Street: AVENUE J-4 ' “INorth/South Street. 30TH STREET EAST
Intersection Orientation: .North-South

! Lt ih N - . -

Northbound Southbound

Movement 1 2 3 4 I 5 6
‘ L T R L . T R
Volume 1 716 0 0 831 74
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 . 095 0.95 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 1 753 0 ‘ 0 874 77
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 - - 0 — -
Median Type Undivided B
RT Channelized 0 0
Lanes - 1 2 0 0 1 0
Configuration : L T TR
Upstream Signal 0 | , 0
Minor Street . Westbound . Eastbound
Movement 7 8 9 10 11 12

L T R L T R
Volume 0 0 0 ‘ 57 0 23
Peak-Hour Factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 ’ 0.95
Hourly Flow Rate, HFR 0 0 0 60 0 24
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent Grade (%) 0 0
Flared Approach - ‘N N
Storage 0 0 :
RT Channelized : .0 -0
Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0
Configuration _ ‘ R - , .. . LR Co
Approach NB SB Westbound Eastbound
Movement 1 4 7 8 9 10 11 12
Lane Configuration L LR
v (vph) 1 " 84
C (m) (vph) 730 - 202
vic 0.00 - 042
95% queue length 0.00 , 1.89
Control Delay 9.9 34.9
LOS - A . D
Approach Delay - - 34.9
Approach LOS - - D

HCS2000™ Copyright © 2003 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



—SHORT REPORT —

SIGNALIZED

‘|Analyst C. CARDEN . |Intersection 30TH ST. E. & AVE. J-
Area Type All other areas
. |Agency or Co. WILLDAN A gpliped
Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed . 8/2/2004 OPEN DAY WITH PROJECT
1Time Period AM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year
a - W/IMP.
T | TH il
Num. of Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0
Lane group LR ' L T R
Volume (vph) 71 9 2 - 732 807 | 62
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 o 0 0
PHF 0.95 0.95 095 |0.95 0.95 [0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A
Startup lost time 2.0 20 |20 2.0 ‘
Ext. eff. green 2.0 20 120 2.0.
Arrival type 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 T 0 0 \ o | 0.
Lane Width 12.0 12.0 120 . {120 |.
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N N N 0 N N 0 | N
Parking/hr ' B
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0.
Unit Extension 3.0 , 30 | 30 3.0 |
Phasing EB Only 02 03 04 1 NS Perm. 06 07 - 08
Ti ; G= 150 |G= G= = G=390 |G= = G=
iming Y=3 Y= Y= Y= Y=3 Y= = Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 ' Cycle Length C = 60.0
| ' EB wB NB SB
Ad. flow rate 84 2 771 914
[Lane group cap. | 448 301 |2346 1223
v/c ratio 0.19 0.01 0.33 0.75
|Green ratio - 0.25 0.65 |0.65 0.65.
Unif. defay d1 7.7 37 |47 7.1
[Delay factor k- 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.30
Increm. delay d2 0.2 0.0 0.1 2.6
PF factor 1.000 1.000. |1.000 1.000
Control delay 17.9 37 |48 9.7
Lane group LOS B A A A
Apprch. delay 17.9 4.8 9.7
Approach LOS . B A. A
Intersec. delay 7.9 Intersection LOS A
HCS2000™ ' Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved - Version 4.1d



0TH S

‘|analyst ' C. CARDEN T.E. &AVE. J-4
\ . All other areas
Agency or Co. WILLDAN
- CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004 OPEN DAY WITH PROJECT
Time Period PM PEAK HOUR D
- W/IMP.
LT | TH | RT | LT [ TH [ RT | LT [TH [ RT [ LT [TH | RT
Num. of Lanes 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0’
_|Lane group LR L T TR
Volume (vph) 57 23 1 |716 831 74
% Heavy veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF ' 0.95 0.95 0.95 10.95 0.95 1095
Actuated (P/A) A 1A A A A A
Startup lost time {20 20 |20 2.0 B
Ext. eff. green 2.0 20 |20 2.0
Arrival type 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 7 , 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0. 0 .
Lane Width 120 | 112.0 (120 12,0 '
Parking/Grade/Parking N 0 N N N N 0 N N 0 N
IParking/hr o
Bus stops/hr 0 o |.o0 0
Unit Extension 3.0 _ | 3.0 | 3.0 3.0
{Phasing EB Only 02 ___03 04 NS Perm. 06 07 08
Timin G= 140 [G= G= G= G= 400 |G= G= G=
9 Y=3  [Y=_____|¥= Y= Y=3 Y= Y= Y=
Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 ' Cycle LengthC = '60.0...
EB wB NB SB
Adj. flow rate 84 1 754 953
Lane group cap. 412 303 - |2407 1253 |
- |vilc ratio 0.20 0.00 |0.31 0.76
Green ratio |o0.23 0.67 |0.67 0.67
Unif. delay d1 18.5 33 4.2 6.8
[Delay factor k 0.11 0.11  |0.11 0.31
Increm. delay d2 0.2 0.0 |01 |28
PF factor 1.000 1.000 11.000 1.000
Control delay 18.8 3.3 4.3 9.5
Lane group LOS B A A A
Apprch. delay 18.8 4.3 9.5
Approach LOS B A A
Intersec. delay 7.8 Intersection LOS A
HCS2000™ Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Version 4.1d



N NN

__SHORT REPORT — \SIGNALIZED

Intersect 30TH ST. EAST & AVE. J-8

Analyst C. CARDEN Area Type All other areas
Agency or Co. WILLDAN T

Jurisdiction CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004 OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Time Period AM PEAK HOUR Analysis Year " PROJECT '

w1 NB — SB

- : LT TH RT LT | TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Num. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Lane group L TR L TR -t L TR L TR
Volume (vph) 100 0 63 65 0 315 | 57 - | 265 70 1365 377 | 47
% Heavyveh : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [0 0 0 0 | o0
PHE . 095 [0.95 [0.95 [0.95 |0.95 10.95 |0.95 [0.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A | A A A A A | A A
Startup lost time 20 120 20 |20 20 |20 20 120 |
Ext. eff. green 20 |20 20 |20 20 |20 20 |20
Arrival type . _ '3 | 3 3 3 ' 3 3 3 3
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 3.0 30 | 30 30 | 3.0 _
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 - 0
Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 12.0 {12.0 12.0. |12.0 12.0 |12.0
Parking/Grade/Parking : N 0 N N | 0 N N 0 N N o N
Parking/hr S ' L '
Bus stops/hr ' 1o 0 0 0 0 0 "0 0
Unit Extension 30 |30 3.0 3.0 30 | 30 ~ 30 | 30 _
Phasing- EW Perm 02 03 04 Excl. Left. | Thru & RT 07 08
Timing G= 18.0 = G= ‘ = G= 150 |G=180 |G= . S 1G=

Y= 3 = Y= Y= Y=3 Y= 3 Y= Y =
60.0.

Duration of Analysis (hrs) = 0.25 Cycle Length C =

Adj. flow rate 105 | 66 68 332 60 384 | 446
Lane group cap. 204 |485 407 485 451 451 561
v/c ratio . 051 |(0.14 | =~ 017 |0.68 _ 0.13 10.64 ' 0.85 |0.80
Green ratio 030 [0.30 | 0.30 10.30 0.25 030 10.25 10.30
Unif. delay d1 . 17.4 |[15.3 1556 |18.5 117.6 |18.2 214 119.3
Delay factor k 0.12 |0.11 0.11 0.25 0.11 0.22 0.38 |0.34
Increm. delay d2 | 2.3 0.1 0.2 4.0 0.1 2.5 144 | 7.8
PF factor 1.000 }1.000 1.000 {1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000
Control delay 19.6 |[15.5 - |158.7 |225 _ - |176 |20.7 - 359 |27.1
Lane group LOS B B B c B c D | C
Apprch. delay 180 21.3 20.2 31.2
Approach LOS B C c C
Intersec. delay 253 _ Intersection LOS C

HCS2000™ ' Copyright © 2000 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved Veision 4.1d



__SHORT REPORT — AL
Analyst " C.CA RbEN 'I:rters?ction 30TH i‘; L;Z\ST& AVE. J-8
Agency or Co. WILLDAN Jurisdiotion CITY OF LANCASTER
Date Performed 8/2/2004 . OPEN DAY (2006) WITH
Time Perlqd | PM PEAK HOL‘IJR. | Analysns Year PROJECT
EB . WB NB SB
LT TH RT LT TH RT LT | TH RT | LT | TH | RT
Num. of Lanes 1 1 0 1 |1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0
Lane group L TR L TR L TR L TR
Volume (vph) - 33 0 55 |70 0 |365 |63 |334 |60 [320 |328 | 55
% Heavy veh. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PHF 0.95 10.95 10.95 1095 [0.95 |0.95 |0.95 10.95 |0.95 |0.95 |0.95 [0.95
Actuated (P/A) A A A A A A A A A A A A
Startup lost time {20 2.0 2.0 2.0 120 2.0 2.0 2.0
Ext. eff. green 20 |20 20 |20 20 20 20 |20
Arrival type 3 | 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
|Unit Extension 3.0 3.0 ‘3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ped/Bike/RTOR Volume 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 0
Lane Width 12.0 |12.0 12.0 120 12.0 }12.0 120 (120 |
Parking/Grade/Parking ‘N 0 N | N 0 N | N 0 N N 0 N
*Parking/hr
Bus stops/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unit Extension 30 |30 30 |30 30 | 30 30 |30 |
Phasing EW Perm 02 03 04 Excl. Left Thru & RT 07 , 08
G= G= G= G= 150 |G= 180 = G=
Y=3

EB wB NB . SB
Adj. flow rate 35 |58 74 | 384 66 | 415 337 |403
Lane group cap. 163 | 485 410 |485 451 | 557 451 | 558
vic ratio 0.21 |0.12 0.18 10.79 0.15 |0.75 075 |0.72
Green ratio 0.30 ‘|0.30 0.30 {0.30 0.25 |o.30 0.25 |0.30
Unif. delay d1 157 |15.2 155 |19.3 175 |[18.9 208 |188"
Delay factor k 011 |0.11 0.11 |0.34 011 |0.30 0.30 |0.28
Increm. delay d2 07 |o1 0.2 |87 02 |54 67 |46
PF factor 1.000 |1.000 1.000 [1.000 1.000 |1.000 1.000 |1.000
Control delay 16.4 |15.4 15.8 |28.0 177 |24.4 27.5 |234
Lane group LOS B B B C B C Cc C
Apprch. delay 15.7 26.0 23.4 25.2
Approach LOS B C C C
Intersec. delay 24.5 Intersection LOS C

HCS2000™
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APPENDIX D
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT

WORKSHEETS



_ MINOR STREET

Figure 9-9
PEAK HOUR VOLUME WARRANT
(Rural Areas)

500 | | | 1 | |
-—— 2 OR MORE LANES (MAJOR) & 2 OR MORE LANES (MINOR)
E (/ :
T |_— 2 OR MORE LANES (MAJOR) & 1 LANE (MiNOR)
S AN N 'OR 1 LANE (MAJOR) & 2 OR MORE LANES (MINOR)
2 300 [N \\ N - '
% \\\k \
w , ~\\\‘\~
5‘ \\ _ \
(i:? 100 \qu—. *
Xz | ) , / ‘ *
1 LANE (MAJOR) & 1 LANE (MINOR) —
0 |

300 400 500 ‘ 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300
MAJOR STREET - TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES - VPH

* NOTE:

100 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET
APPROACH WITH TWO OR MORE LANES AND 75 VPH APPLIES AS THE LOWER
THRESHOLD VOLUME FOR A MINOR STREET APPROACHING WITH ONE LANE.



Traffic Manual TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING 9-9
“ 7-1996
‘ Figure 9-3
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [ No [

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME '
SATISFIED | N .
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [] NO ]

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFI‘ED* YEs [ n~o [

2o0r
_ Approach Lanes One more Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street - _
Highest Approaches - Minor Street "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.
WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

v SsAaTISFIED YES [ no [
'. : (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED) '
1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlied by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND . ' vyes [J no [
2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES ] no O
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with
three approaches. ' \ ' vyes [ no [0
WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume saTisFiep” ves [ no B
EXISTING (2004)CondIimions, 2or W Reak
_ Approach Lanes ~_One_ more , X Hour
Both Approaches -  Major streetAvie, . ) " > " 724
Highest Approaches - Minor Street zf]ﬂ! Sf E’" > " : 25 ( CL)

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
‘ of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(Cl\ Does, not meet—The. lowerThrecold volumes
of 15 vpn o minoT sstareet



Traffic Manual "~ TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING _ ' 9-9
e 7-1996

Figure 9-3

'TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants

SATISFIED YES O no O

REQUIREMENT WARRANT val FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
SATISFIED ’ .
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [] NO []
'WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED" YES [J 'No [
2o0r
Approach Lanes One more
Both Approaches - Major Street

-_ ' _Hour

Highest Approaches - Minor Street

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

' (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlied by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five

vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

SATISFIED YES [ no O

ves [ no O

The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for

one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND

The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph

YES [ no O

for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with

three approaches.

WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

EXsTiNG (2.004) CoNDITIONS

~ves [0 no [

satisries” ves 3 no JX(

20r %a k
Approach Lanes One more jx,\Hour
Both Appr'o'aches - Major Street quS‘l'. E > _ OI?—
Highest Approaches - Minor Street AVC:):& > 3'7 ( O..)

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessérily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
' of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

() Does nok meets the lower Thresiold volumne
ot fol®) \/Ph Lor e minor sstree st



Traffic Manual TRAFFIC SIGNALS ANVD LIGHTING | 9-9
\ 7-1996
Figure 9-3
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [ No [J

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
SATISFIED '
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES (IR NO [

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED" YES [J No [J

20r
Approach Lanes One more

Both Approaches -  Major Street " "
Highest App;oa¢hes - Minor Street " "

Hour

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

: (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND - -

Yyes [ ~no O
2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for '
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YEs [J no [
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with
three approaches. ' ' ves [J no [

g(RRANT 11-P(eak Hour Bltgjme | saTisriep” YeEs [ no [X(

EXISTING (2004:) CONDITIONS, 2 or  FReak
Approach Lanes One  more _ _ qtl\Hour-

Both Approaches -  Major Street A\/o K " ><_ " 852

Highest Approaches - Minor Streetzf]ﬁ’ Sté' ||>< _ " _ (aq (G.,)

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to delermine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(Cq Does not meek the lower threshold voluwme )

of 185 vpn Lo ol minof™ ssveet



Traffic Manual TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING 9-9

— 7-1996

Figure 9-3
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [ No [J

' REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME ’
SATISFIED — = , .
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [J No [

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED* YES [ No O

20r
Approach Lanes One__more _ Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street " " '
Highest Approaches - Minor Street J] " .

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure' 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to deterrhine if this warrant is satisfied.

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay - sATISHED YES [ no O
' (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND '

YESb d no [

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or-exceeds 100 vph for

one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND vEs [J no [
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph

for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with v

three approaches. vyes [J nNo O

WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

WARF samisriep” YES [ no IX(
EXSTING (2004) CONDITIONS

SPAN - 1S
_ ApproachLanes One more Q‘é\-lour

Both Approaches - Major StreetAVC_ B < " 0H

Highest Approaches - Minor Streeth"l‘&—.E’ > " 35 ( Cl)

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
. of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(@) Does not meetr—The, lowder -rinceshold volume)
of 1S vph for ov minor sstveek
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Figure 9-3
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [J No [

REQUIREMENT : WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS " 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME , "
SATISFIED : : L :
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [J No [

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SAT!SFIED* YES [ nNo [

, 20r
Approach Lanes , One more

Both Approaches -  Major Street "
Highest Approaches - Minor Street "

Hour

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

‘ (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED) :

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a’ v )
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND _

ves' [J no [

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for

one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES [ no [
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph

for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with :

three approaches. ' ves [0 no O

"WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

samisriep’ YEs X[ no O
EXSTING (2.004) CoNDITIONS

2or N\ Yo ¥
Approach Lanies _One more . . lel\-loPur
Both Approaches - Major Street%ﬂ‘.&je," > " BB
Highest Approaches - Minor StreetAV,eJ' T " >< " : 245

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
. of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.
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TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES l:] No [

 REQUIREMENT WARRANT ' v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME | S
SATISFIED _
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFEIG YES [J No []

" WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED" YES [J No [J

2or
Approach Lanes One more - Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street " " o ‘ '
Highest Approaches - Minor Street " "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to deterrine if this warrant is satisfied.

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay . SATISFIED YEs [ no O
.. (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED) '

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlied by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
. vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND '

vyEs [ no [

2. The volume on the same minor street approach eduals or exceeds 100 vph for _ ,
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES ’ ] no [
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 Vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with
~ three approaches. YES 0O no O

WARRANT ‘11 - Peak Hour Volume samisFiep’ Yes I no JX(
EXISTING (2004) CONDITIONS 240 | Gk
‘ Approach Lanes . ~_One more A / Px)\-lour

Both Approaches - Major Street-%bmStEJ' R w—i
Highest Approaches - Minor Street Ave  J-4} "X e . 407 (Q)

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 8-9 (RURAL AREAS) fo delermine if this warrant is satisfied.

vo—

The satistaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
' of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(C\\) Dozss note meet—the. lowerthreghold olumneo
oF 75 vpn for oo minor Stbee o
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Figure 9-3 -
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [J No [
REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME _ 1
SATISFIED }
80% 2, INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [] NO [T]
WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume | SATISFED" YES [ No I
20r
_ Approach Lanes One more / . Hour
Both Approaches -  Major Street " " o

Highest Approaches - Minor Street " "

* Refer 1o Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

(ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five @
icle- -15 ; AN
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND , “ves [ wno O

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND. ) ves [J no O

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with

three approaches. YES 0 no O
WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume samisriep” ves [ no X
EXNSTING (2004) CoNDITIONS 2 or | Reakl

Approach Lanes _ : One more PXI\Hour
Both Approaches -  Major Street 93011‘3]— E" > L|.2_2__
Highest Approaches - Minor Stme‘?\\f&.}% " )<| _ \0‘7

* Referto Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.
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Figure 9-3

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants

SATISFIED YES [ No [

9-9

— 7-1996

REQUIREMENT : WARRANT v | 'FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME ' »
SATISFIED NOF _
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [] NOo [
WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED® YES [ no [
' 20r
Approach Lanes One more Hour

Both Approaches - Major Street

Highest Approaches - Minor Street

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

(ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

SATISFIED YES [J no [

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five

vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

ves’ O no O

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph fbr :
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND

YES [ no O

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with

three approaches.

‘WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

- OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOUT FROJECT ,

ves [ no [

saTisFiep”  YES [ no X[

Approach Lanes One more Q\I\}-‘kp)ur
Both Approaches - Major Street AV‘C) . J"" ><" l(,ﬂ’b
Highest Approaches - Minor Street 2910, Q. £ " pd " 4] (Q,)

Refer 1o Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 99 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(Ob) Does not meet Ones lowerthreshold yolumeo
of M5 \/Ph Lor ae minor Shvects



Traffic Manual

TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING

Figure 9-3

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants

9-9

— 7-1996

SATISFIED YES [J No [J

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME \ '
SATISFIED ' '
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [J No [
WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SAT!SFIED* YES [] NO O
20r '
Approach Lanes One more Hour
Both Approaches - Major Sireet " '
-Highest Approaches - Minor Street "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay
' (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

saTisFiEp  ves [ wno [J

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

ves [ no [

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for

one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND

ves [ no O

3. The'total entering volume serviced during the hour equals-or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with

three approaches.

WARRANT 11 - Peak

OPEN DAY (2.006) WITHOOT PROJECT,

our Volume

2or

Approach Lanes One more

vyEes [ n~no [

saTisFep” ves [ no )X

Both Approaches - Major street 2/)8 St £, " ><

Highest Approaches - Minor Street AVE)J"B " | ST

29

NPk
Q7

()

* Referto Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
‘ of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown. '

(o) Does nok. meet Thes lower +hreshold volume)
of 100 \/ph Pror oL minor street:
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, TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATIS#IED YES [ no O

REQUIREMENT - WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
SATISFIED . —
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [] NO []

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED* YES [ no O

20r
Approach Lanes - One more Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street . "
Highest Approaches - Minor Strest " "

* * Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

' (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controfled by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

[ALll 4

vyes [ wno [

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND ves [J no [

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph

for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for mtersechons with
three approaches. ves [ no O

WARRANT 11 - Peak’ Hour Volume SATISFIED* YES ﬂ no [
OPEN DAY (2006) WITHOOT PROJECT™ 2 or

Approach Lanes - _ One more ‘,\Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street AV(/ . K " >< : /835
Highest Approaches - Minor Street 4/7 IZLS% a‘ X ' I | v 87

Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a sign'_al. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
. of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.
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@ | Figure 9-3 |
"TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants _ SATISFIED vyes [ no [

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
SATISFIED : ' L
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [ No [

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED® YES [ No [J

2or
Approach Lanes One more ~ Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street " ' |
Highest Approaches - Minor Street " "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.
. (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

ves 1 no O
. 2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for _
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND Yes [ no O
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with ,
three approaches. YES [-_-] No [

WARRANT 11 - Peak Houbr leume SATISFIED* ves [1 no M
OPEN DAY (2.006) WITHOOT PROJECT , |

Approach Lanes ~_One  more

Both Approaches -  Major Street AVGJ “ _><" = | 17'75
Highest A_pproaéhes - - Minor StreetZéZZ)& E. " pyd | " | 37 ( O._,)

* Reter to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to delermine if this warrant is satisfied.

our

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
. of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(@) Dorcs nott mect the lower Threshold voluwres
of 15 vpn form oo minor sstrect
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Figure 9-3 .
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [ n~No [

REQUIREMENT

WARRANT v ~ FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME : |
SATISFIED ,
80% | 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [J No [

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED" YEs [J nNo [

2o0r
Approach Lanes One more Hour
Both Approachés - Major Street "
Highest Approaches - Minor Street "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied

. (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

YES‘ d no

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equais or exceeds 100 vph for '
_one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND ves [J no [
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with .
three approaches. ves [ no O
WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume - éaTiseiep’ YES [ no )ﬁ
OPEN DAY (2000L) WITHOUT  PROJELCT, A Peok_
‘ Approach Lanes __One  _more ' Hour
Both Approaches - Major Sgree@m&: E" >< " |58[7
Highest Approaches - Minor Street AVC.J:L/ " K " \ 45 ( Q,)

Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
. of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(@) Does not meet the lower threshold volwme,
of 15 vph for o miror saect
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® ' Figure 9-3 o
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants

SATISFED YES [J No [J

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
~ TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
SATISFIED
80% ~ 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YEs [ ~No [

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume

Approach Lanes

2o0r

ne more

SATISFIED® YES ' [] No [

Both Approaches - Major Street

o
B

Hour

Highest Approaches - Minor Street

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

(ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

"SATISFIED YES [J no O

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street épproach controlled by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five

vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for

one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND

for intersections with four or more a
three approaches.

WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

OPEN DAY (2000) WITHOUT FROJECT , .,

Approach Lanes

The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
pproaches or 650 vph for intersections with -

'YES [ no [

YES [ no O

vyes [ no [

sanisriep’ Yes X[ no O

_ One more PR'\ H%ELK
Both Approaches - Major Stree@'f_"l\gt = " ><_ " “% l
Highest Approaches - Minor Street AV(’,J_ "8)" " \3& :

* Referto Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence

of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.
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- TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants saTisSFED YES [ No [

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED

TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
SATISFIED .
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YEs [ nNo [
 WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume sATISFIED" YES [ No [
| 20r _
Approach Lanes . One more Hour -
Both Approaches - Major Street "

Highest Approaches - Minor Street "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

samisriep Yes [ no O3
. - (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)
1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND ves [ no [

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exeeeds 100 vph for
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND vyes [ no O

3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
tor intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with

three approaches. | .YES ] No l:l.
\ . _
WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume SATISFIED YES D NO N
OPEN DAY (2 00%k) WITH PROJECT ,, |
Approach Lanes = One more ’\")\-lour
Both Approaches - Major Street A\/€, . j >< " |w5
Highest Approaches - Minor Street 27117 1SrE] < ' 4] (a)

* Referto Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
. of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

@) boes nbt Mmeet— lower ﬁn@ghokd \/o\unrrﬁ_,
of 15 vo vph Ffor™ oo minor Streete.
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| TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants

SATISFIED YES I:I "No [
REQUIREMENT WARRANT v | FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME '
SATISFIED
80% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES l:l NO I:I
WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume

SATISFIED" YES [ No [J

2o0r
_ Approach Lanes One more ___/  Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street " l _
Highest Approaches - Minor Street "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.
WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

SATISFIED YES [ no [
. . (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

YEs [J no O
2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for’
one moving lane-of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND

vyes [J ~o [
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with
three approaches. ves [ no [

WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

satisriep” YEs [ no )T
OPEN DAY (200) WITH PROJECT |

2 or W)\ Reak,
Approach Lanes One more , X™ Hour
Both Approaches Major Street Av/e, J‘—i,l > " 84
Highest Approaches - Minor Street 21711 §- £ >< " 177 ( Q)

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to delermine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
. of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(@) Does not meet The fowethreshold. volumes
of 15 vph for a minoer Street.
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WARﬁANT 8 - Combination of Warrants

Figure 9-3
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

9-9

Y

SATISFIED YES [ no O
REQUIREMENT _ WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS ‘1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
[ :
AT{E;: ED . 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [] NO [T]
WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED" YES 'EI No [
20r
Approach Lanes One more _ Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street " '
Highest Approaches - Minor Street

T

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

. (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

SATISFIED YES

1. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five

vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

YES

The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND

YES

The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph

for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with.

three approaches.

WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

OPEN DAY (2000) W ITH PROJECT 54

Approach Lanes

One

more

O w~no [

d ~no [

[J no O

vyes [ no O

samsren’ ves O no )X

yS'h Pea k-

our

" Both Approaches - Major Street Zﬂﬂ{yf— E

>

582

Highest Approaches - Minor Street Ayg, J-&

><||

89

(o)

* Referto Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
' of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.

(@) Does ot meet the Jower Greshold volwre
O.f 100 vph for a. menor Street.
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TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [ NoO []

REQUIREMENT WARRANT W] FULFILLED
TWOWARRANTS | 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME __ B
SATISFIED - |
s0% 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [J No []

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume - SATISFIED* YES O ~no (O

2o0r

Approach Lanes One more

Both Approaches - " Major Street "
Highest Approaches - Minor Street "

Hour

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS,) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

' ' (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED) ‘

. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five

. i Lo _la . ND . ‘ .
vehicle hoqrs for a two-lane approach; AND ‘vyes O no [

2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for

one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND YES [ no [
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph

for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with

three approaches. ‘ ves [ no [

WARRANT 11 - Peak Hour Volume

: . samisriep” ves DX no O
OPEN DAY (2.000)WITH PROJECT™

2or

_ Approach Lanes ' _-_One more ‘ 'Q‘I}-lgur
Both Approaches - Major StreetAV{,. I " : X " _ /908
Highest Approaches - Minor Street D( b Q. — ">< - " 1784

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence
‘ of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.
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| Figure 9-3
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants

SATISFIED YES [ nNo [

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME :
SATISFIED - T ' _
-~ 80% | 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC Yes [ nNo [

WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume

SATISFIED YES [J no [

Hour

, 2o0r
Approach Lanes _ One more

Both Approaches - Major Street " , "

Highest Approaches - Minor Street " "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figuré 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied

WARRANT 10 - Peak Hour Delay

, , saTISFIED YEs [ no [
| ‘ (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED) |

.. vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND

The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph

for intersections with four or mére approaches or 650 vph for intersections with
. three approaches.

WARﬁANT “11 - Peak Hour Volume SATISFIED*
OPEN DAY (2.006) WITH PROJECT™ »o |

Approach Lanes One more

. The total delay experienced for traffic on one minor street approach controlled by a
STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five

veé d no O

ves [1 no O

ves [ no O

ves 1 no X(
v‘f‘m

Both Approaches - Major Street A\/b :T ‘-} “ ><. "

40|

Highest Approaches - Minor Streetz&ﬁjf; E " >< "

140

Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied

an—

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification fora signal. Delay, congestion, confusion or other evidence

of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.



Traffic Manual TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND LIGHTING 9-9
‘“ 7-1996
® Figure 9-3 |
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS

WARRANT 8 - Combination of Warrants SATISFIED YES [J No [

REQUIREMENT WARRANT v FULFILLED
TWO WARRANTS: 1. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
SATISFIED :
80% : 2. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC YES [ NO 3
WARRANT 9 - Four Hour Volume SATISFIED* vyes [] no [
20r
Approach Lanes ‘ One more Hour
Both Approaches - Major Street " "
Highest Approaches - Minor Street " "

* Refer to Figure 9-6 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-7 (RURAL AREAS) to determine if this warrant is satisfied.

' (ALL PARTS MUST BE SATISFIED)

. The total delay experiénced for traffic on one minor street approach controlied by a

STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach and five
vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

vyes OO no O
2. The volume on the same minor street approach equals or exceeds 100 vph for’
one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND - YES [J No D
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph
for intersections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with _
three approaches. vyes [ no [
WARRANT 11 - Peak I-bur Volume SATISFIED.‘r YES ﬂ no [
OPEN DAY (2000 WITH PROJEC APk
Approach Lanes One  more ¥ Hour

Both Approaches - Major Strew&z c. ¢ - 221
Highest Approaches - Minor StreeWL‘J‘_.L)L >< 80

* Refer to Figure 9-8 (URBAN AREAS) or Figure 9-9 (RURAL AREAS) to delermine if this warrant is satisfied.

The satisfaction of a warrant is not necessarily justification for a signal. Delay, congestion; confusion or other evidence
‘ of the need for right-of-way assignment must be shown.



Appendix C
Air Quality Worksheets



URBEMIS 2002 For Windows 7.5.0 : .

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\rcrookst\Desktop\URBEMIS2002\Projects\Columbia.urb
Project Name: Columbia ' .
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)

On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

} . PM10 PM10 PM10
k% 2005 x4+ : ROG NOx Cco S02 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST
TOTALS (1bs/day,unmitigated) 28.98 233.27 209.24 0.00 15.83 10.81 5.02
) . ] PM10 PM10 PM10
*x%k 2006 *¥* . _ ROG NOx Cco S02 TOTAL - EXHAUST DUST
TOTALS (1lbs/day,unmitigated) 16.91 115.59 '116.83 0.09 5.00 4.96 0.04
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
- . ROG NOx CcOo SO2 PM10
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 0.12 0.59 0.82 0.00 0.00
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES
' ROG NOx - Co 802 PM10
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 25.72 14.54 156.73 0.14 13.25

SUM OF AREA AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG NOx co 502 PM10

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 25.84 15.13 '157.55 0.14 13.25



URBEMIS 2002 For Windows 7.5.0

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\rcrookst\Desktop\URBEMIS2002\Projects\Columbia.urb
Project Name: . Columbia . )
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)

On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

SUMMARY REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Winter)

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

PM10 PM10 PM10
*kk 2005 *** . ! ROG NOx co S02 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 28.98 233.27 209.24 0.00 15.83 10.81 . 5.02
. ‘ . PM10 .  PM10 -  PM10
*kk 2006 *** ROG NOx [e/¢) 802 - TOTAL EXHAUST DUST
TOTALS (1lbs/day,unmitigated) 16.91 115.59 116.83 0.09 5.00 4.96 0.04 .
AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES h
ROG  NOx co S02 PM10
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 0.04 0.58 0.23 0.00 0.00
OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES .
ROG NOx Co S02 PM10
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 12,56 21.16 149.11 0.13 13.25

SUM OF AREA AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES
: ROG NOx co - 502 PM10O

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigatedj 12.60 21.74 149.34 0.13 13-.25



URBEMIS 2002 For Windows 7.5.0

File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\rcrookst\Desktop\URBEMIS2002\Projects\Columbia.urb
Project Name: Columbia :
Project Location: : South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)

On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

DETAIL REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Winter)

Construction Start Month and Year: June, 2005

Construction Duration: 12

Total Land Use Area to be Developed: 17 acres

Maximum Acreage Disturbed Per Day: 0.5 acres

Single Family Units: 0 Multi-Family Units: 0
Retail/Office/Institutional/Industrial Square Footage: 60350

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES UNMITIGATED (1bs/day)

PM10 PM10 PM10
Source ROG NOx cO S02 - TOTAL EXHAUST DUST
kkk 2005%%* ’
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust - . - - - 0.00 - 0.00
Off-Road Diesel : 0.00 0.00 0.00 - - 0.00 0.00 0.00
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Maximum lbs/day ' 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust ) - - - - 5.00 . - 5.00
Of f-Road Diesel ' 28.68 232.91 202.26 - 10.80 10.80 0.00
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips . 0.30 0.36 6.98 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.02
Maximum lbs/day 28.98 233.27 209.24 0.00 15.83 10.81 5.02
Phasge .3 .- Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 8.10 61.92 60.12 - 2.80 2.80 0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.13 0.07 1.55 0.00 0.02 0.00" 0.02
Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 . - - ~ - - -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas 0.00 - - - - - -
" Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00
Agphalt On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips ©0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Maximum lbs/day 8.23 61.99 61.67 0.00 . 2.82 - 2.80 0.02
Max lbs/day all phases 28.98 233.27 209.24 " 0.00 15.83 10.81 5.02
* %k ok 2006***
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust - - S - 0.00 - 0.00
Off -Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
" Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust - - - - 0.00 - 0.00
Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00
On-Road Diesel : 0.00 0.00 0.00 ‘0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips ’ ) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00
Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 8.10 59.60 - 61.55 - 2.61 2.61 0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.12 0.07 1.47 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 - - - - - -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas 1.43 - - - - - -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel . 6.88 50.79 - 52.05 - 2.21 2.21 0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel 0.32 5.11 1.19 0.09 0.15 0.14 0.01
Asphalt Worker Trips 0.05 0.03 0.65 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Maximum lbs/day 1l6.91 115.59 116.83 0.09 5.00 4.96 0.04

Max lbs/day all phases 16.91 115.59 116.83 . 0.09 5.00 4.96 0.04



Phase 1 - Demolition Assumptions: Phase Turned OFF

Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions .
Start Month/Year for Phase 2: -Jun '05
Phase 2 Duration: 1.3 months

On-Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment

No. Type Horsepower
1 Crawler Tractors 143
2 Graders 174
4 Other Equipment 190
3 Rubber Tired Dozers 352
1 Surfacing Equipment 437
1 Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 79

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions

Start Month/Year for Phase 3: Jul '0S

Phase 3 Duration: 10.7 months
Start Month/Year for SubPhase Building: Jul '05
SubPhase Building Duration: 10.7 months
Off-Road Egquipment

No. Type Horsepower
1 Cranes - 190
1 Other Equipment 190
1 Rubber Tired Loaders 165
5 Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 79

SubPhase Architectural Coatings Turned OFF
Start Month/Year for SubPhase Asphalt: May '06
SubPhase Asphalt Duration: 0.5 months

Acres to be Paved: 6

Off-Road Equipment

No. Type Horsepower
1 Other Equipment 190
1 Rollers 114
1 Rubber Tired Loaders 165
4 Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 79

Load Factor Hours/Day
0.575 ° . 8.0
0.575 8.0
0.620 ‘8.0
0.590 8.0
0.490 8.0
'0.465 8.0

Load Factor . Hours/Day
0.430 8.0
0.620 ’ 8.0
0.465 8.0
0.465 8.0

Load Factor Hours/Day
0.620 8.0
0.430 8.0
0.465 8.0
0.465 8.0



AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Winter Pounds per Day, Unmitigated)

Source . ROG
Natural Gas 0.04
Wood Stoves 0.00
Fireplaces 0.00
Landscaping - No winter emissions
Consumer Prdcts 0.00

TOTALS (1bs/day, unmitigated) 0.04

0
0
Q

0

NOx
.58
.00
.00

.58

co
0.23
0.00
0.00

S02

0.00
0.00

PM10
0.00
0.00
0.00



UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Elementary school

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)

ROG
12.56

12.56 .

NOx
21.16 149.
21.16 149.

Does not include correction for passby trips.
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES

Anélysis Year: 2006

Temperature (F): 50

EMPFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002)

Summary of Land Uses:

Unit Type

Elementary school

Vehicle Assumptions:

Fleet Mix:

Vehicle Type
Light Auto
Light Truck < 3,750

Light Truck 3,751-
Med Truck 5,751-
Lite-Heavy

1bs
5,750
8,500

8,501-10,000

Lite-Heavy 10,001-14,000

Med-Heavy

14,001-33, 000

Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000

Line Haul > 60,000
Urban Bus
Motorcycle

School Bus

Motoxr Home

Travel Conditions

1bs

Urban Trip Length (miles)
Rural Trip Length (miles)

Trip Speeds (mph)

% of Trips - Residential

Trip Rate

1.59 trips /

Percent Type

55.60
15.10
15.90
7.00
1.10
0.30
1.00
0.90
0.00
0.10
1.70
0.10
1.20

Regident
Home -
Shop

4.9
4.9
40.0
37.0

Home -
Work
11.5
11.5
35.0
20.0

% of Triﬁs - Commercial (by land use)

Elementary school

Season: Winter

students

Non-Catalyst
2.20 '
4.00
1.90
1.40
0.00
0.00

10.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

82.40
0.00
0.00

ial
Home-
Other
6.0
6.0
40.0
43.0

Cco S02 PM10
11 0.13 13.25
11 0.13 13.25

Size Total Trips

850.00 1,351.50

Catalyst Diesel

97.30 0.50

93.40 2.60

96.90 1.20

95.70 2.90

81.80 18.20

66.70 33.30

20.00 70.00

11.10 88.90

0.00 100.00

0.00 100.00

17.60 0.00

0.00 100.00

91.70 §.30

Commercial

Commute Non-Work Customer

10.3
10.3
40.0

20.

5.5 5.5
5.5 5.5
40.0 40.0
10.0 70.0



URBEMIS 2002 For Windows 7.5.0

.File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\rcroekst\Desktop\URBEMIszooz\Projects\Columbia.urb
Project Name: Columbia
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area)

On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2

DETAIL REPORT
(Pounds/Day - Summer)

Construction Start Month and Year: June, 2005

Construction Duration: 12 : _

Total Land Use Area to be Developed: 17 acres

Maximum Acreage Disturbed Per Day: 0.5 acres

Single Family Units: 0 Multi-Family Units: 0

Retail /Office/Institutional/Industrial Square Footage: 60350

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES UNMITIGATED (1bs/day)
. PM10 PM10 PM10

Source ROG NOx cOo 502 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST .
* k% 2005*** . . - .
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions )
Fugitive Dust - - - - 0.00 - - 0.00
Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 *0.00 G.00 0.00
Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00" 0.00
Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust - : - - - 5.00 ’ - 5.00
Off-Road Diesgel 28.68 232.91 202.26 - 10.80 10.80 0.00
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips ' 0.30 0.36 6.98 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.02
Maximum lbs/day : 28.98 233.27 209.24 0.00 15.83 10.81 5:02
Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 8.10 61.92 60.12 - 2.80 2.80 0.00
Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.13 0.07 1.55 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 - - - - - -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas . 0.00 - Co- - - - -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Asphalt Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 G.00 0.00
Maximum lbs/day 8.23 61.99 61.67 0.00 2.82 2.80 0.02
Max lbs/day all phases 28.98 233.27 209.24 0.00 15.83 10.81 5.02
% kK 2006*** )
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions
Fugitive Dust = - - - - - 0.00 - 0.00
Of f-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions
Fugitive Dust - - - - 0.00 - 0.00
Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 - .0.00 0.00 0.00
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00
Phase 3 - Building Construction
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 8.10 59.60 61.55 - 2.61 2.61 0.00Q
Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.12 0.07 1.47 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 - - - - - -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Asphalt Off-Gas 1.43 - - - - - -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 6.88 50.79 52.05 - 2.21 2.21 0.00
Asphalt On-Road Diesel 0.32 5.11 1.19 0.09 0.15 0.314 0.01
Asphalt Worker Trips 0.05 0.03 0.65 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Maximum lbs/day 16.91 115.59 116.83 0.09 5.00 4.96 0.04
Max lbs/day all phases 16.91 115.59 116.83 0.09 .5.00 4.96 . 0.04



Phase 1 - Demolition Assumptions: Phase Turned OFF

Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions
Start Month/Year for Phase 2: Jun '05
Phase 2 Duration: 1.3 months

On-Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment

No. Type Horsepower
1 Crawler Tractors . 143
2 Graders 174
4 Other Equipment . 190
3 Rubber Tired Dozers © 352
1 Surfacing Equipment 437
1 Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 79

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions

Start Month/Year for Phase 3: Jul '05

Phase 3 Duration: 10.7 months
Start Month/Year for SubPhase Building: Jul '05
SubPhase Building Duration: 10.7 months
Off-Road Equipment

No. Type . Horsepower
1 Cranes . 190
1 Other Equipment 180
1 Rubber Tired Loaders - 165
5 Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 79

SubPhase Architectural Coatings Turned OFF
Start Month/Year for SubPhase Asphalt: May '06
SubPhase Asphalt Duration: 0.5 months

Acres to be Paved: 6

Off-Road Equipment

No. Type Horsepower
1 Other Equipment 190
1 Rollers 114
1 Rubber Tired Loaders 165
4 Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 79

Load Factor
.575

0

0.575

(=l = =NNe]

Load Factor
0.
0.
0.
0.

Load Factor
0.
0.
0.
0.

.620
.590
.490
.465

430
620
465
465

620
430
465
465

Hours/Day'
8.0

wowmoo o
OO0 O0OO0

Hours/Day'
8.0

8.0
8.0
8.0

Hours/Day
8.0

8.0
8.0
8.0



AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds per Day, Unmitigated)
S02

Source ROG
Natural Gas '0.04
Wood Stoves - No summer emissions
Fireplaces -~ No summer emissions
Landscaping 0.08
Consumer Prdcts 0.00
TOTALS (1bs/day,unmitigated) 0.12

NOx
0.58

0.01

co
0.23

0.58

0.82

0.0

0.0

0

0

PM10
0.00

0.00



UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

ROG NOx Cco 502 PM10
Elementary school 25.72 14.54 156.73 0.14 13.25
TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day) 25.72 14.54 156.73 0.14 13.25

Does not include correction for passby trips.
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips.

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES
Analysis Year: 2006 Temperature (F): 90 Season: Summer
EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002)

Summary of Land Uses:

Unit Type Trip Rate Size Total Trips
Elementary school 1.59 trips / students 850.00 1,351.50
Vehicle Assumptions:
Fleet Mix:
Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel
Light Auto 55.60 2.20 97.30 0.50
Light Truck < 3,750 1lbs 15.10 4.00 93.40 2.60
Light Truck 3,751- 5,750 15.90 1.90 96 .90 1.20
Med Truck 5,751- 8,500 7.00 1.40 95.70 2.90
Lite-Heavy 8,501-10,000 1.10 - 0.00 81.80 18.20
Lite-Heavy 10,001-14,000 0.30 0.00 66.70 33.30
Med-Heavy 14,001-33,000 1.00 10.00 20.00 70.00
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000 0.90 0.00 '11.10 88.90
Line Haul > 60,000 1bs 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00
Urban Bus 0.10 0.00 0.00 100.00
Motorcycle 1.70 82.40 17.60 0.00
School Bus 0.10 0.00 0.00 100.00
Motor Home 1.20 0.00 91.70 8.30
Travel Conditions
Residential Commercial
Home -~ Home- Home -

_ Work Shop Other Commute Non-Work Customer
Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.5 4.9 6.0 10.3 5.5 5.5
Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5 4.9 6.0 10.3 5.5 5.5
Trip Speeds (mph) 35.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0
% of Trips - Residential 20.0 37.0 43.0
% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)
Elementary school 20.0 10.0 70.0



CALINE4:

JOB:
RUN:
POLLUTANT:

PAGE

1

26th and 3 (with Project)
CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION

26th and 3 (Opening Day with Project)

Hour

1

(WORST CASE ANGLE)

Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= 1.0 M/s
BRG= WORST CASE

CLAS=

" MIXH= 1000. M
SIGTH= 10. DEGREES

ITI. LINK VARIABLES

z0= 100. CM - ALT= 1000.
VD= .0 CM/S
VS= .0 CM/S

AMB= 2.2 PPM
TEMP= 25.0 DEGREE (C)

Q)

coocoocooooo00

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) ¥ EF H
DESCRIPTION * X1 Yl = X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M)
________________ -k_____________,____________.__.__s'c____________.___._._..._.____________._____
‘A. J E1l cruise * -600 -2 -150 -2 * AG 1011 6.6 .0
B. J Wl cruise * -150 2 -600 2 * AG 1021 6.6 .0
C. J E1 approac * -150 -2 0 -2 * AG 1011 6.6 .0
D. 3 wl departu * 0 2 -150 2 * AG 1021 6.6 .0
E. J E2 cruise * 150 - -2 600 -2 * AG 867 6.6 .0
F. J W2 cruise * 600 2 150 2 * AG 897 6.6 .0
G. J E2 departu * 0 -2 150 -2 * AG 867 6.6 .0
H. 3 W2 approac * 150 2 0 2 * AG 897 6.6 .0
I. St26 N cruijs * 2 -600 2 -150 * AG 172 8.3 .0
J. St26 S cruis * -2 -150 -2 -600 * AG 192 8.3 .0
K. St26 N appro * 2 -150 2 0* A 172 12.3 .0
L. St26 S depar.* -2 0 -2 -150 * AG 192 8.9 .0
III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
% COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR  * X Y z
____________ A e e e ——————
1. Recpt 1 * -3 -3 1.8
2. Recpt 2 * -7 -7 1.8
IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )
* * PRED * ' . CONC/LINK
- * BRG * CONC * ~ (pPM)
RECEPTOR  * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
————————— - kO, kS, e e e e e
1. Recpt 1 * 87. * 4.1 * 0 0 0 .0 1 1 8 6
2. Recpt 2 * 83. * 3,7 * 0 0 1 .0 0 1 6 4
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEPTOR * I J K L
____________ e e e
1. Recpt 1 * .0 .0 .0 .0
2. Recpt 2 * .0 .0 .0 .0



26th and 3 (Wwith Project)

Page 2



CALINE4:

JOB:
RUN:
POLLUTANT:

26th and 3 (without Project)

CALIFORNIA

LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL

JUNE 1989 VERSION

PAGE

26th and 3
Hour 1

(opening pay without Project)
(WORST CASE ANGLE)

Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

u= 1.0 M/S
BRG= WORST CASE

CLAS=

7

(G)

MIXH= 1000. M
SIGTH=" 10. DEGREES

II. LINK VARIABLES

LINK

DESCRIPTION
J E1 cruise
J Wl cruise
J E1 approac
J wl departu
3 E2 cruise
J W2 cruise
J E2 departu
J- W2 approac
St26 N cruis
St26 S cruis
St26 N appro
St26 'S depar

SERUHIOTMONW R

%Mo o b ok s o o o ki

LINK COORDINATES (M)

X1 Yl
-600 -2
-150 2
-150 -2
0 2
150 -2
600 2
0 -2
150 2
2 -600
-2 -150
2 ~150
-2 0

ITI. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

_RECEPTOR
1. Récpt 1
2. Recpt 2

IVv. MODEL RESULTS

COORDINATES (M

X

Y

0= 100. cM ' ALT= 0.
VD= .0 CM/S
VS= .0 cM/s

AMB= 2.2 PPM
TEMP= 25.0 DEGREE (C)

)

* EF H

X2 Y2 » TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M)
-150 -2 * AG 876 6.6 .0
-600 2 * AG 886 6.6 .0
0 -2 * AG 876 6.6 .0
-150 2 * AG 886 6.6 .0
600 -2 * AG 867 6.6 .0
150 2 * AG 897 6.6 .0
150 -2 * AG 867 6.6 .0
0 2 * AG 897 6.6 .0
2 -150 * AG 37 8.3 .0
-2 -600 * AG 57 8.3 .0
2 0 * AG 37 12.3 .0
-2 -150 * AG 57 8.9 .0

)
Z .

(WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

CONC/LINK
(pPM)

* * PRED *
* BRG * CONC *
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) *
_____________ [ - S
l. Recpt 1 * 87. * 3.8 *
2. Recpt 2 * 83. % 3.4 *
* CONC/LINK
: * - (PPM)
RECEPTOR * I J K
____________ A e
1. Recpt 1 * .0 0 .0
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26th and 3 (without Project)
2. Recpt 2 * .0 .0 .0 .0
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30th and 13-4 (with Project)
CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

J0B: 30th and J-4 with Project)
RUN: Hour 1 . .
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide
I. SITE VARIABLES

U= 1.0 M/S ~ z0= 100. cM ALT= 1000. (M)

BRG= .0 DEGREES VD= .0 av/s
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 am/s
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 2.2 PPM

SIGTH= 10. DEGREES TEMP= 25.0 DEGREE (C)

~ II. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H w

DESCRIPTION * X1 Yyl X2 Y2 % TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (M
________________ e e S
A. J4 E cruise * -600 -2 -150 -2 ¥ AG 80 8.3 .0 10.0
B. J4 W cruise * -150 2 -600 2 * AG 75 8.3 .0 10.0
C. 34 E approac * -150 -2 0 -2 * AG 80 12.3 .0 10.0
D. 34 W depart * 0 2 -150 2 * AG 75 8.9 .0 10.0
E. St30 N1 crui =* 2 -600 - 2 -150 * AG 717 7.0 .0 10.0
F. st30 sl crui * -2 -150 -2 -600 * AG 854 7.0 .0 10.0
G. St30 N1 appr * 2 -150 2 0* AG 717 7.0 .0 10.0
H. st 30 S1 dep * -2 0 -2 =150 * AG 854 7.0 .0 10.0
I. st30 N2 crui * 2 150 2 600 * AG 773 7.0 .0 10.0
J. 5t30 s2 crui * -2 - 600 -2 150 * AG 905 7.0 .0 10.0°
K. st30 N2 depa * 2 0 2 150 * AG 773 7.0 .0 10.0
L. st30 S2 appr * -2 150 -2 0 * 7.0 .0 10.0

ITI. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (M)
RECEPTOR * X Y y4
_________ T U
l. Recpt 1 * -3 -3 1.8
2. Recpt 2 * -7 =7 1.8

IV. MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.)

* PRED * CONC/LINK
. * CONC * (PPM)
.RECEPTOR  * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H I J
_____________ *___...__._*»__.____________._._.__.___...________.._______.__.__._____.___
1. Recpt 1 * 4.0 * 0 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0 1 2
2. Recpt 2 * 3.3 * 0 0 0 0 .o 0 0 0 1 2

* CONC/LINK

*  (PPM)
RECEPTOR * K L
——— *

1. Recpt 1

%
E

(9]
[0<]

Page 1



: 30th and 1-4 (Wwith Project).
2. Recpt 2 * .2
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CALINE4:

JOB:

30th and 3-4 (Without Project)

CALTIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSIO

* JUNE 1989 VERSION
1

PAGE

RUN: Hour 1

POLLUTANT:

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= 1
BRG=
- CLAS=

.0 M/S
.0 DEGREES
7 (G)

MIXH= 1000. M

SIGTH=

. 10. DEGREES

IT. LINK VARIABLES

. LINK
DESCRIPTION

LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF
Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M)
%

#*
* X1 Y1l
*

Carbon Monoxide

20=
VD=
VS=
AMB=
TEMP=

X2

30th and 3-4 (without Project)

100. o™

.0 av/s

.0 cv/s
2.2 PPM
25.0 DEGREE (

N MODEL

o

ALT=

1000.

H

C))

J4 E cruise

J4 W cruise

J4 E approac
J4 W depart

St30 N1 crui
st30 sl crui
St30 N1 appr
St 30 51 dep
St30 N2 crui
St30 S22 crui
St30 N2 depa
. St30 Ss2 appr

FRAUHIOTMMODNA®>

* -600 -2
* -150 2
* -150 -2
* 0 2
* 2 -600
¥ -2 -150
* 2 -150
* -2 0
* 2 150
* -2 600
* 2 0
* -2 150

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

RECEPTOR

1. Recpt 1
2. Recpt 2

- IV. MODEL RESULTS

COORDINATES (M)

X Y

* PRED *
* CONC *
RECEPTOR * (PPM) * A
_____________ [
1. Recpt 1 * 3,9 = .0
2. Recpt 2 * 3.3* .0
* CONC/LINK
*  (PPM)
RECEPTOR * K L
______ ——————®

V4

-2 * AG
2 * AG
-2 * AG

2 * AG
-150 * AG
-600 * AG
-0 * AG
-150 * AG
600 * AG
150 * AG
150 * AG
0* AG

(PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.)

CONC/LINK
(PPM)

b E F

0 .0 0

0 .o 0

Page 1
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' 30th and 3-4 (without Project)
1. Recpt 1 *
2. Recpt 2 *
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(661) 250 - 8311; 298 - 7579 fax; e-mail: fefiovore@thievine.net Frank Hovore ¢
Associates www.hovore.com S 14734
Sundance Place

Santa Clarita, CA 91387-1542

12 August 2004
Proposed Columbla School Slte
J-4 & 26™ Street E, Lancaster, Los Angeles County, Callforma
' Biological Impacts Assessment :
Introductlon

The Lancaster. School District proposes to construct Columbia Elementary School
on an undeveloped 12.5 acre parcel situated between the alignments of Avenués J-4 and
J-6 on the north and south, arid 26™ and 27™ Streets East, but part of a larger area of open
space approximately bordered by J-8 to the south and 22" Street alignment on the west.
New residential construction is underway east of 27" Street, north of J-4. -All of the
adjacent open space property has been cleared and leveled, probably for agriculture, but
has been unused except by ORVs and motorcycles, or trash dumping, for a decade or
more (see site photos). The site possesses only thin remnants of its former natural habitat
values, except for an emergent line of wetlands herbaceous vegetation along the roadside
where runoff from 25™ Street drainage enters the open space lot.

Methodologles

Prior to commencing field work, pertinent biological literature and the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) were
consulted to determine ‘potential agency-listed sensitive resources occurring within the
Lancaster - Palmdale area. The most recent published lists of the CDFG and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS, the “Service”) sensitive taxa were reviewed, along with
species lists and specimen records for Los Angeles County High Desert Natural Areas
and Wildlife Sanctuaries and from the Los Angeles County Natural Hlstory Museum
(Department of Mammalogy).

FH&A biologists conducted a focused field survey of the site on 15 May, 2004,t0
determine existing vegetation formations, habitat values, wildlife use, and the potential
for sensitive resource occurrence. A subsequent site visit was conducted in August, 2004,
consisting of a follow-up inspection of all potential burrowing owl nest sites. Field
survey methods consisted of two experienced biologists walking transects approximately
10 meters apart across the entire property, as well as transects of opportunity where
resources were specifically targeted, and also within a peripheral zone extending west
into contiguous open space areas.

The May survey noted general biological elements present, as well as potential or
actual support values for sensitive taxa. Site habitats were characterized, and dominant or



important plant species 1dent1ﬁed and the relative biotic mtegnty, phys1cal and ecological
condition of the ecosystem was assessed. Additionally, the walked transects followed
- standard protocols for determination of presence / absence of California desert tortoise
(Gopherus agassizii) and western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea). The
August survey consisted of a focused inspection of ground squirrel burrows and
observations on late season vegetation changes. The combined timing of the two full-site
surveys was optimal for making biological observations in natural habitats within this
general portion of the Antelope Valley, and for d1scovery of nestmg birds, tortoise
activity, and sensitive resources in general. :

Vegetatlon commumty tenmnology corresponds to the latest listings by the
CDFG, NDDB for terrestrial natural communities (1999), with plant determinations
based upon Hickman, ed. (1993), and Baldwin, et al (2002). Animal species names
correspond to the latest taxonomic treatments as appropriate. In the following narrative, a
species’ common and scientific names are given at its initial mention, and thereafter only
the common name will be used. Subspemﬁc scientific names are given where this level
of identification was readily discernible or is relevant to determination of sensitive status.
Standard scientific abbreviations used to indicate a species or group of species not
1dent1ﬁed below the generic level are as follows: “sp.” = species, singular, only one;

“spp.” = species, plural, two or more different species uridetermined. Different spellings
of Mojave/Mohave correspond to existing differences in technical literature. Pertinent
references are listed following the report text. :

Digital images of the site, taken in August, 2004, accompany this report.
Report of Survey - General Discussion

The physical propertles of the proposed school site are entirely altered due to past

- grading and/or agricultural activities which completely leveled the land surface, removed
all natural vegetation, and compacted the soils. The only contours apparent on the site are
unnatural, formed by remnant grading or clearing lines, low berms which cross the site,
probably over buried water lines; and piles of dumped earth, some shaped into’ bicycle
ramps. The site has received considerable vehicle use, some of which is concentrated in a -
 circular moto-cross, resulting in deeply etched erosional rings. Dirt roadways criss-cross
the entire site, and the intersections of these are broadly denuded.

Runoff from residential areas south of Avenue J-8 flows along the ahgnment of
25™ Street and into, a low swale that follow the margin of the road alignment where it
enters the overall lot (outside of the proposed project area of direct. effects), providing
aseasonal wetting that supports a linear patch of native marsh vegetation.

No native plants were - found on the site, and the entire proposed project: area
supports only three or four exotic plant species, thinly-to-densely arrayed across the
disturbed substrates. Past agricultural and other land uses may have resulted in increased
soil salinity, which combined with the compaction and repeated substrate alterations
caused by vehicles, typically would retard the growth of native plant species and
generally favor disturbance-tolerant ruderal taxa.



The adjacent parcels of undeveloped land surrounding the proposed school site
also have been heavily disturbed, although vehicle activity appears to be less frequent
than on the project site. The perimeter of the overall property in which the school site is
situated has been developed with rural residential tracts, except for the northern
boundary, which is open to Avenue J. Property to the NE of the site, east of 27 Street,
between J Street and J-4 was being graded and built-upon at the time of the August, 2004 -
survey. No areas of native Joshua tree or desert scrub habitats or vegetation formations
occur within sight of the proposed school project property.

Site characterist_iés
Topography

The entire project site was leveled and cleared, probably for agriculture, at some
time in the past, but was abandoned at least a decade ago, and subsequently has been
unused except for unauthorized vehicle traffic and trash dumping. There is no natural
topography, rock outcroppings, washes, sand sheets or other surface features within the
project boundaries. The slightly elevated parallel berms of soil which traverse a portion
of the property are densely overgrown with herbaceous ruderal taxa, and appear to
demarcate a buried water line or other similar utility, providing less than one foot of
substrate elevation change. A ditch crosses the adjacent lot NE of the site, originating off
the corner of J-4 and 2’_7th St. E, and this had water or wet mud in both May and August,
2004, suggesting that it receives urban runoff, or pipeline leakage.

Vegetation formations

The project site at one time may have supported Joshua trees and natural desert
scrub habitat, similar to that observed on less-disturbed open space lots in this portion of
the valley, but past uses of the site left it level and stripped of all native habitat. At
present there are no native plants on the proposed school site parcel, nor natural habitat
formations of any value to native wildlife, other than what might be provided by the thin
layer of non-native herbaceous groundcover. There are no trees of any kind on the site,
and the only “shrubs” are the noxious Russian thistle (Salsola tragus, “tumbleweed”),
which forms dense stands where vehicle use is less intense. ' '

Herbaceous annual groundcover species present included only non-native grasses
(Bromus madritensis rubens and possibly others; Avena sp.), Russian thistle; short-pod
filaree (Erodium cicutarium), and tumble-mustard (Sisymbrium sp.). Based upon late
season growth exhibited in adjacent lots, a few other ruderal species would be expected to
appear on the site, including wire lettuce (Lactuca serriola) and cheeseweed (Malva
parviflora). No disturbance-tolerant native plants, such as rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus
nauseosus) were found, suggesting that substrates are not suitable for any species except
the most resilient non-native generalist taxa. Cover values were largely formed by
homogeneous stands of Russian thistle and bromes, with the few other species occurring
in small patches. Most of the site vegetation withered by late Spring and Summer, except
over the berms, where some additional moisture may be retained.



No annual wildflowers were observed in either of the surveys, nor was any
evidence of wildflowers on the site between the survey dates. Past uses of the site have
resulted in completely degraded substrates, complete. leveling of the original natural
topography, hard compaction of much of the site, and possibly elevated soil salinity, all of
which contribute to the lack native plants or natural vegetation formations on the site.

Wildlife and habitat values

The parcel being considered for this project and its surrounding open space lots
have, as described earlier, only completely disturbed, ruderal, non-native sub-shrub
formations. Former agricultural or other similar land use sites tend to accumulate high -
densities of exotic, ruderal plant species, largely because such taxa are tolerant of poor or
saline soils, can persist with limited surface moisture, and tolerate crowding and other
‘conditions unfavorable to native species. Also, non-native pla.nts may have defensive
chemistries or structural features unlike those of native species, rendering them less-
suitable to native wildlife as forage or shelter. In the absence of competition or
herbivory, they may invade and spread through disturbed sites faster than native taxa, and
once established may create a low-diversity or mono-specific formation which persists
and self-propagates without any of the normal successional replacement stages. As such,
the present condition of this site would be considered very low in biological value,
because it lacks native plant species and has been invaded by noxious ruderals, provides
no natural habitat structure or complexity, and lacks persistent seasonal surface water.
Compared to even moderately disturbed scrub vegetation elsewhere this portion of the
Antelope Valley, this property is of extremely limited biological value to native wildlife.

Patterns of human activity observed on the site include heavy use by vehicles,
considerable trash dumping, and the persistent presence of humans, cats and dogs
associated with the adjacent residential areas. Together the effects of these 1nt:rus10ns
preclude site use by all but the most disturbance-tolerant wildlife.

The only terreétrial predator expected to occur on the site would be coyote (Canis
latrans), which typically ranges into urban landscapes, foraging opportunistically ‘upon
small pets, rodents, insects, and some plant species. It would be expected anywhere in
the Antelope Valley, including residential areas with open space lots of sufficient size to'
provide cover, or contiguity to adjacent natural areas.” Desert cottontail (Sylvilagus
audubonii), California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) and Botta pocket gopher
(Thomonmtys bottae) have persisted within the -overall open space in which the parcel is
situated, and were observed or detected from sign (tracks, burrows, fur, bones, etc.). No

- other native mammals were noted on the site.

The only open, active burrows observed were those of Botta pocket gopher, all
others appearing abandoned, and containing well-established western black widow spider
webs (Latrodectus hesperus), indicating no recent use by squirrels or other larger
vertebrates. Unlike many spiders that construct and remove webs daily, black widows
may occupy the same web for months or years, so their presence in the mouth of a rodent
burrow generally indicates a lack of recent use. The property contains no suitable habitat
values for Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis), nor are there suitable



‘habitat values on adjacent lots. There is little likelihood that this species has persisted
anywhere within the site vicinity, and wandering individuals (if such were to occur)
would not find even temporary foraging or sheltering values on the project site.

Songbirds seen within the general vicinity of the property were mostly related to
the surrounding urban fringe, and included house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus),
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), northem mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos),
Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), western kingbird (Tyrannis verticalis),
“common raven (Corvus corax), and the non-native European house sparrow (Passer
domesticus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), and rock pigeon (Columba livia). The
only species which might nest within the property boundaries would be desert horned lark
(Eremophila alpestris ammophila), which nests on the ground in grassland, scrub and
ruderal sites, and was observed in May, 2004. The other species nest within landscaping

 or on buildings in the surrounding residential areas. '

- No predatory birds were seen during either of the site surveys, but it would be
reasonable to-assume that red-tailed hawk (Buteo Jamaicensis) probably forages over the
- site from nearby rural residential landscapes. This species has habituated to human
presence and often persists within urban settings with sujtable tree cover, foraging for
rodents and other small vertebrates in vacant lots and other open space.

A careful search was made to determine whether or not the site supports western
- burrowing owl (dthene cunicularia hypugea), and all burrows on the property were
investigated. No evidence (active burrows, pellets, feathers) of this small owl was found
on the site, and the near-complete lack of prey species on the property, combined with
levels of disturbance from adjacent residential areas, render the site unsuitable for
burrowing owl resident use. All potential perches on the site were checked for whitewash
and owl pellets in May and August, and no evidence was found. '

~ Only one species of reptile, the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), was
observed within the project site boundaries, and the lack of natural habitat values and
prey species in such degraded sites severely reduces lizard and snake diversity and
numbers, relative to the faunas of healthy desert scrub formations. No evidence or
individuals of Great Basin whiptail (4spidoscelis t. tigris) or desert homed lizard
(Phrynosoma platyrhinos calidiarum) were observed on the site or on surrounding
properties, although a few nests were found of black harvester ants (Pogonomyrmex?).
These ants are the primary food resource for horned lizards, but are not an “indicator” for
their predators because they often occur in highly disturbed settings which are unsuitable
for horned lizard use. .No agency-listed sensitive. lizard species would be expected to
occur on or adjacent to the property.

No snakes were seen on the site, and it is doubtful that any but the most abundant,
human-tolerant species would occur, or be able to survive, in such a setting. Common
- desert snake species occurring in desert scrub in this portion of the Antelope Valley
include long-nosed snake (Rhinocheilus 1. lecontei), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer
annectans), Mojave glossy snake (Arizona elegans candida), coachwhip (Masticophis
piceus flagellum), Mojave shovel-nosed snake (Chionactis o. occipitalis), spotted leaf-



" nosed snake (Phyllorhynchus decurtatus), and Mojave rattlesnake (Crotalus scutellatus).
None of these are considered sensitive species by resource agencies, and no agency-listed
sensitive snakes would be expected to occur on or adjacent to the property.

Surveys to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service protocols were performed on 15 May,
2004, for California desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), and no tortoise evidence
(burrows, tracks, fecal pellets, scrapes, scutes, etc.) was observed on the site, or within
. adjacent open space lots. Site conditions are entirely unsuitable for desert tortoise
residence, and tortoises would not occur haturally in such a disturbed setting.

The nearest surface ‘water to the property is urban runoff in“a ditch along the
- margin of 27" Street E north of J-4, and along the margin of the dirt alignment of 25®
Street E where it meets the open space lot along J-8. No amphibian species were
observed in these sites in May or August, 2004, but western toad (Bufo boreas
halophilus), a common generalist species, -occurs in developed portions of the high desert
where irrigation or urban runoff provide breeding sites. Pacific chorus frog (Pseudacrzs
regilla) also often occurs within desert runoff channels, usually in the same sorts of areas
as the western toad. The runoff sites mentioned are not within the project site as ‘defined
~for the surveys, and neither specws is considered sensitive by any resource agency

Arthropod divetsity on the property was very low, commensurate with the lack of
‘native plant species. Western black widow spiders were present in rodent burrows and
beneath trash and debris, and several black harvester ants colonies were found around the
margins ‘of the vehicle use areas. Only a few darkhng beetles (Tenebrionidae, Eleodes
sp.) and pale band-winged grasshoppers (Trimerotropis pallidipennis)-- both usually
common to abundant in ruderal desert sites-- were observed, but little house flies (Fannia
canicularis) quickly swarmed to human activity and shade. No native butterflies were
seen on the site, but a single European cabbage butterfly (Pontia rapae), the larva of
which feeds on a vanety of ruderal herbaceous taxa, was observed in May, 2004.

ChﬁracteriSﬁcs' of the surrounding area

The proposed school site is surrounded by additional open space lots to the north
and west, all of which have been similarly disturbed, although not necessarily to the same
extent. ‘The remaining boundaries, and the boundaries of the extended overall open space
are entirely existing residential. Although some of the nearby residential and hght
- commercial areas are dispersed, the entire project site would be considered in-fill, as it is
entirely surrounded by ex1st1ng development.

Vegetation within the ditches near the site consists of a mixture of native and non-
native wetland and wet riparian elements, dominated by mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia),
cattail (Typha domingoensis), sweet-clover (Melilotus albus), horseweed (Conyza sp.),
and rabbitsfoot grass (Polypogon monspelzenszs) Habitat values formed by urban runoff
support a number of native bird species, including red-winged blackbird (Agelaius
Phoeniceus), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia) and killdeer (Charadrzus vociferus).



_ The nearest public open space is Tierra Bonita Park; at the intersection of 30™
Street E and Lancaster Boulevard. There are no wildlife sanctuaries, natural areas parks
or other similar public open space entities within a two mile perimeter of the site.

Sensitive resources - general definitions - regulatory"bac'kground

Sensitive species are classified in a variety of ways, both formally (e.g. State or
Federal Threatened and Endangered Species) and informally (e.g. California Department
of Fish & Game [CDFG] "Special" species [note: abbreviations given following the
original citation of an agency or program are then used in the remainder of the report
text]). Species may be formally listed and protected as Threatened or Endangered by
either the CDFG or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS, “the Service”] (Federal
status abbreviations: FT, FE; State: ST, SE). A few species are listed as California Fully
Protected (CFP). Sensitive species and vegetation formations as recognized by the state
are recorded within the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). ..

Species formerly considered “Federal Species of Concern”, a term-of-art never
formally defined by the Service, and a variety of other similar unofficially designated taxa
are considered “Special Animals” by the CDFG, and usually are given full project impact
consideration within CEQA documents. These are listed below as “CEQA” species
based upon the January 2004 updated list (full explanation of the codes and status of all
California sensitive species, may be obtained via the Internet at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/).
Plants discussed are from the January, 2004 CDFG “Special Plants List.” Taxa listed as
being of special concern by the California Native Plant Society do not necessarily indicate
that such species have been accorded any particular ranking within governmental resofirce
agency listings, but CNPS species of concern generally are given full impacts
. consideration’ within CEQA documentation. ~Comniunity types and assignment of
sensitivity follows CDFG, 1999, Natural Heritage Division, List of California terrestrial
natural communities recognized by the Natural Diversity Data Base. An explanation of
status abbreviations follows the list. ' ' '

Informal lists also are maintained by various agencies and advocate groups,
including: USFWS birds of conservation concern (BCC); California Department of
Forestry Sensitive Species (CDF), for taxa warranting special consideration during timber
operations; USFS. (FSS) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) also maintain lists of
sensitive species, often kept for individual forests or districts. Additionally, the Service,
CDFG, and other governmental agencies may recognize or utilize lists developed by
special interest groups, if properly reviewed and published (i.e. Audubon Society for
birds [Aud]); California Native Plant Society (CNPS), Rare and Endangered Plants™;
United States Bird Conservation Watch List (WL); Westem Bat working group
(WBWG)). Sensitive species lists also may be promulgated by local entities (such as -
individual parks or open space management organizations) for areas within their
- particular jurisdiction; unless these lists have been properly and publicly reviewed, they
may not be appropriate for use in determining land use sensitivity within the context of ‘
CEQA.

- Terrestrial vegetation in Célifomia has been accorded sensitivity rénkings within a
synthesis (CDFG, 1999, List of California terrestrial natural communities recognized by



the Natural Diversity Data Base) of the floristic association concepts of Sawyer and
‘Keeler-Wolf (1995), combined with older community classification from Holland (1986,
1992). Community ecology often is more technically complicated than is useful for
CEQA analysis, and while CDFG concepts and terminology should be utilized as
appropnate habitat discussions also may employ simple descnptlve narratives.

, Impacts to wetland and riparian habitat types are regulated by Section 400 statutes
- of the Clean Water Act and Section 1600 statutes of the California Fish and Game Code,
as administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and CDFG, and projects
in such areas also may be subject to review by the California water quality control board.
Recent determinations by-the U.S. Supreme Court (“SWANCC ruling, January, 2001)
limited ACOE jurisdiction to navigable waters of the U.S. and wetlands or tributaries
associated therewith, but full assessment SWANCC ruling will be refined in to some
degree by future project-related actions. At present, inland waters or pocket wetlands
with no outlet to navigable waters of the U.S. may no longer be subject toACOE.
‘permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The state, ‘however, may take
jurisdiction over bed and bank of any natural watercourse or area of habitat formed by
runoff or other sources, and CDFG must be consulted prior to filling," dredgmg or
otherwise altenng or destroylng wetland and riparian formations.

One of the more important (in terms of project effects) Federal statutes protectlng
native wildlife is the Migratory. Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), prohibiting exploitation of
native birds for commercial purposes, and enacted and enforced cooperatively with: other
.countnes This act does not by itself accord specific sensitive status to any particular
species, but its direct applicability to private project impacts is Worthy of discussion. The
basic intent of the MBTA is to protect nesting birds of all native species from disturbance
oor harm, and it has been applied to many otherwise lawful actions (facility maintenance,
gardenmg, fuel management) which inadvertently or incidentally affect nests of native
species. Actions which require clearing or cutting of potential nesting areas should be
timed to be performed outside of the breeding season (for most local species, mid-March
through mid August or early September). Where such temporal avoidance of disturbance
is not feasible, the resource agencies will require that all potential nesting areas be
surveyed, nests flagged and protected from direct harm until no longer in use, and
construction or other activities kept at an appropriate distance.

Sensitive elements potentially occurring on the project site or in its vicinity

" The following discussions include - all agency-designated sensitive ﬂoral and
faunal elements which are known, or might reasonably be expected, to occur within the
general vicinity of the Columbia School project site. Some of these are included because
they are known to occur within the same bioregion or general vicinity of the project site,
and within habitat types similar to those once found on the property. Because some
species are cryptic in their habitats and others may occur only seasonally or transitorily,
time-limited or generalized field surveys may not suffice to discover them, even when
relatively abundant. CEQA requires a reasonable analysis of potential project impacts to
such taxa, whether or not they can be easily demonstrated to be present on any given site,
and such discussions are provided below.



The absence of native plants, homogeneous early successional ruderal habitat

formations, and lack of surface hydrology on the site greatly reduce the likelihood of
occurrence by agency-hsted sensitive species, even on a transitory basis. The following
discussions recognize this fact, but give consideration to all species potentially utilizing
the property. See earlier discussions for explanations of regulatory status abbreviations.

Invertebrates '

-San Emigdio blue butterfly (Plebulina emigdionis) CSC - Larvae of this small
butterfly feed upon four-wing saltbush, an abundant and w1despread plant throughout

the Antelope Valley, often forming dense stands along roadsides, in disturbed scrub

habitats, and in seasonal washes. Despite the abundance of its host plant, this
butterfly has a limited and fragmented distribution, and is thought to have been
extirpated throughout most of the western poitions of its range (Mattoni, 1990). One

explanation for its being rare on a common host may be that the larvae are supponed B

only within a symbiotic relationship with ants (Pheidole spp.), and so the species does
not occur in areas lacking the proper matrix of soils, ants and plants. Historic
localities in the greater Antelope Valley region include Acton, areas around
Victorville and the Mojave River basin (Los Angeles County Natural History
Museum specimen records), and unspecified “colonies in and. around the western -
Mojave Desert (Ballmer and Pratt, 1988). Adults are active in early Summer and
again in early Fall, and sit on the foliage of the host unless disturbed.

Four—wmg saltbush does not occur within the project site boundary, nor on
adjacent open space lots, so there would be no lmpact to this species.

monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) CSC (winter roosts) This butterfly roosts
in vast numbers during Winter in tall trees (eucalyptus, pine, oak, sycamore) along the
southern California coastline and in the lower Mojave River drainage. The CNDDB
records such roosts and it is the intent of the CDFG to protect them, even though the
butterfly is not protected away from these roosts. The larval host is milkweed
(4sclepias spp.), which does not occur on or near the property. No monarch Winter
roosts occur anywhere near the site, and the occasional transient occurrence of this
butterfly, common throughout the Antelope Valley, is biologically 1ndependent of site
resources.

Mojave blister beetle (Lytta insperata) CSC - The life history, distribution and
seasonal occurrence of this species are not known, and there are no actual specimen
records in the California Dept. of Agriculture collection (F.G. Andrews, pers. comm.,
1996). The species was described in 1874, from a single specnnen labeled “Mo_]ave
Desert,” hence the common name; the other known specimens in collections are
labeled as being from San Diego and Ventura Counties.

Beetles in the genus Lytta are parasitic in the larval stages on native anthophorid
bee colonies (Fam. Anthophoridae), and both these bees and their associated beetles
may undergo population expansions during “wet year” rainfall cycles, and
contractions during droughts. It is probable that the both bees and blister beetles have
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the ability to diapause or aestivate (= go into a prolonged period of drought-induced
dormancy) during years in which conditions are not optimal, thereby appeanng to
vanish for years at a time, and then suddenly reappeanng when conditions improve.
Given the lack of specific data concerning this species, it is impossible to predict
where or if it in fact occurs in the Antelope Valley, and if so, whether or not it would
be found anywhere near the project site. The likelihood of its local occurrence is
greatly lowered by the degraded condition of the property and the proposed project
would generate no 1mpact to th1s species.

Amplnblans ‘ _ '

e arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) FE - Arroyo toad occurs on the Mojave River, near
Victorville, and in Littlerock Creek drainage above Littlerock Dam. Their basic
habitat and breeding season requirements are relatively specific, and include
persistent low-flow streams with flooding-protected marginal willow — cottonwood
terrace habitats, shaded banks, and (usually) upland areas of coastal sage or chaparral
scrub. No such habitat values occur anywhere within the site vicinity, and arroyo toad

- would not occur be affected by the proposed project actions.

Reptiles _ _

e California desert tortonse (Gopherus agassizii) FT, ST — Agency-designated critical
habitat for California desert tortoise is confined to the northeastern portion of Los
Angeles County, primarily north and east of Rosamond. USFWS protocol surveys
conducted in May, 2004, found no evidence of desert tortoises (burrows, scrapes,
courtship circles, tracks, scat, scutes or shells) on the project site, and it is highly
unlikely that any individuals reside naturally anywhere within the site vicinity.
Escaped pets are commonly encountered in the Antelope Valley, and their potential

- presence cannot be anticipated in CEQA documents. . The project would generate no
impacts to known naturally—occumng native populations or des1gnated critical habltat
of desert tortoise.

o San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blamvzllu') CSC FSS rosy boa
(Charina trivirgata, all subspecies) CSC, BLM - Both of these species are most
commonly associated with scrub and chaparral habitats, but either may range down
into rocky desert scrub along foothills and brushy arroyos. The project sit¢ contains
no suitable habitat values for either species, and neither would be affected in any way
by project implementation. :

o chuckwalla (Sauromalus ater) CSC; Mojave fringe-toed lizard (Uma scoparia)
CSC, BLM - These two lizards are found within specific habitat types, the former
usually being found on rocky outcrops in open desert (such as Saddleback Butte, and
the rocky areas around the community of Lake Los Angeles), and the fringe-toed
lizard on fine, acolian or ancient lakeshore sand deposits. Neither of these habitat
types occurs within or near the site vicinity, and neither lizard species would be
affected in any way by the proposed project.

Birds
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* Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) ST, BCC, WL, FSS, Aud; ferruginous hawk
(Buteo regalis) CSC (wintering), Aud, BCC, BLM; white-tailed kite (Elanus
leucurus) CFP, BCC (nesting); northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) CSC (nesting);
prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus) CSC (breeding sites), BCC — All of these

~ sensitive birds of prey would be expected to forage widely over the open desert and
agricultural areas in the Antelope Valley, but the degraded nature and in-fill setting of
the subject property is such that there would be little to induce them to forage thereon.
Loss of the property as ruderal open space would not jeopardize the continued use of
natural habitats within this portion of the valley by these birds, nor would it affect

their populations or resident/migrant status regionally.

o' western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) CSC (burrow sites), BCC,
BLM; loggerhead shrike (Lanius L ludovicianus) CSC, BCC - Both of these small
predators nest in suitable ecological situations throughout the Antelope Valley, the
owl utilizing rodent burrows in slopes or along ditch-banks or road margins, and the
shrike constructing its nests in low, thorny desert shrubs. - Focused surveys of the
entire site in 2004 did not reveal evidence of burrowing owl use (tracks, fecal
splashing, pellets, feathers, etc.) in or around any of the rodent burrows on the site,
nor on adjacent parcels. It is doubtful that burrowing owls would be attracted to the
site to forage during local or seasonal movement, as the property lacks feeding
resources, is heavily disturbed, and is proximate to active residential areas. Dogs and
cats were observed on the site during field surveys, and their presence (along with that

~of people and off-road cycles) would further discourage burrowing owl use of the site.

No shrikes were seen on the site in either survey, and there is no native shrub
“cover present. Loss of minor in-fill acreage of unoccupied, and largely unsuitable .
habitat for either of these species would be an incremental, biologically unimportant
local project effect, and would not jeopardize their continued presence within this
portion of the valley, nor reduce regional metapopulational vigor for either species.

LeConte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei) CSC, BCC, WL, Aud, BLM;
Bendire’s thrasher "(Toxostoma bendirei), CSC, BCC, WL, Aud, BLM;
California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum) CSC, WL, Aud; lark sparrow
(Chondestes grammacus) (nesting) - The secretive LeConte’s thrasher occurs
sparsely within less-disturbed open scrub habitats (including creosote and joshua tree
formations and saltbush-dominated alkili flats) throughout the southern Mojave
Desert, and has been recorded from a variety of high desert scrub habitat localities.
The lack of habitat values and level of disturbance on and around the site completely
precludes this species occurring within the proposed project site vicinity. Neither of
the other two thrasher species occurs locally, or would find suitable habitat within or
adjacent to the project site. ‘ :

Lark sparrows are widely distributed in Xeric scrub formations, and commonly
nest in low shrubs or on the ground, often persisting within ruderal habitats. None
were seen on the site during the two field surveys, despite being observed commonly
feeding fledglings within the same seasonal timing on other, less disturbed parcels
elsewhere in the valley. This species presently does not reside or breed on the site.



12

Mammals ‘ ) '

"~ pallid bat (dntrozous pallidus) CSC, FSS, BLM, WBWG - This species might
occur sporadlcally over natural desert scrub locally during general foraging
movement, but it is unlikely to find suitable prey species values on the project site.
Pallid bats forage for terrestrial arthropods on the ground, and prefer open desert
substrates; the highly altered substrate and extremely low number of: terrestrial
arthropod observed on the site practically negate its foraging habitat value for this
species. ‘The loss of a small amount of very low-quality ruderal habitat would not
jeopardize this widespread bat species locally, nor constitute a significant incremental
habitat loss impact to the species populationally or regionally.

e Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis) CSC, ST - As noted earlier in
this report, this species historically occuired throughout the Lancaster - Palmdale
- area, but recént mapping of the species’ range (Gustafson, 1993) deleted all lands
lying west of Palmdale and Lancaster and within the city limits, continuing to include
land east of current development. Protocols for definitive Mojave ground squirrel
 status evaluation for proposed development can require intensive trapping efforts, but

~ for a highly disturbed site such s this, a habitat evaluation may suffice.

The proposed Columbia school property‘eontams virtually no suitable habitat
for Mohave ground squlrrel because prior levels of substrate disturbance were intense
and extensive, entirely removing native scrub, groundcover forbs and grasses. The
present substrate condition is essentially sterile biotically, at least for native species,
being heavﬂy compacted and largely cleared by continuing vehicle use. A small
number of invasive, non-native herbaceous species, primarily Russian thistle, form
100% of the thin, annual vegetative cover. Surrounding parcels. also contain little or
no potential MGS habitat, and there 1S no 11ke11hood of MGS natural occurrence or
persistence thereon.

° Panammt kangaroo rat (szodomys D- panammtmus) CSC - The nominate
subspecies of this otherwise widespread species is confined to a small area around the
Panamint Mountain range, and does not occur anywhere within the project zone. The
non-listed subspecies D. panamintinus mohavensis is commonly found on suitable
substrates throughout the Antelope Valley, but no evidence of any sort of kangaroo rat
activity was observed on the site. ,

.. southern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus ramona) CSC — Grasshopper
mice are nomadic within large home ranges or foraging temtones and their
occurrence in any given area is difficult to determine without focused trapping. They
hunt in packs, like miniature wolves, chasing down other small rodents and insects as
prey. Given the highly degraded and disturbed nature of the site, and the observed
low densities and diversity of potential prey taxa, it is unlikely that grasshopper mice
could persist or occur on the property.
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* American badger (Taxidea taxus) CSC - Badgers require large foraging territories,
and individuals often roam widely over broad expanses of land. The species once was

.~ fairly common throughout the Antelope Valley and surrounding low: passes and hills,

- and persisted around agricultural areas with high density rodent. populations. Land
conversion, trappmg, hunting and domestic animal diseases-have greatly reduced the
abundance and’6verall distribution of badgers in southern California, par’ucularly in
the past 30 years-or so. There is no reasonable possibility that this species would-

. reside or forage within a d1sturbed m—ﬁll area such as the prOJect s1te

Wlldhfe movement and corrldors o

The property does not he Wlthm any part of an 1dent1ﬁable w11d11fe movement
pathway, corridor-or habitat linkage. It lacks-difect surface cOnnectrons and ahgnment
with whatever remnarit larger areas of natural ‘open;space or historic: movement zone
might once have encompassed it. The overall parcels in the lot ‘offer only: degraded
substrates, lackmg native vegetatlon specres or habitat formations, natural topography or
food resources' The presence of aseasonal runoff in ditches on: ad_]acent portlons of the
overall site pr0v1 es; limited, but attractive habitat values' for common; mobile desert
riparian- bird* ‘species, some of which occasronally may forage in the open ruderal field,
but would not reside outs1de of the npanan habitat. The retorted and ruderal nature of the
existing site resources is, 1nsufﬁc1ent to induce w11d11fe movement ‘onto:or. through the
property, ‘and its isolation from: other ‘natural open space practically precludes all but the
most mobile and human-tolerant specles from wandering onto the site.

Summary

The proposed Columbra School development would not adversely a.ffect local
native wildlife habitat or. resource values, unique vegetation formations or: natural
communities: “There would' be no loss of native plants and no significant disturbance to
native wildlife resources The only native bird species likely residing on the site during
the breedmg season is’ the desert horned lark, and direct impacts to this taxon may be
avoided by tlmmg clearlng and construction activities to commeiice after 15 August and
before 15 March. No: agency-hsted sensitive plant or animal, ;Species are known or
expected to occur on the site in-a resource dependent, res1dent or'seasotial br‘eedmg basis,
and the property overall does riot he w1thm any 1dent1ﬁable wildlife mi gratlon movement
or habltat 11nkage Zohe:. . . : Lo : v



truction on off-site parcel




View SW across overall site, from near corner of J-4 and 26"
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Appendix F

Cultural Resources



- South Central Coastal Information Center-
California Historical Resources Information System
California State University, Fullerton
Department of Anthropology
800 North State College Boulevard
~ Fullerton, CA 92834-6846
. 714.278.5395 / FAX 714.278.5542
anthro fullerton edu/sccnc htmi - sccic@fullerton, ed S

Ventura -
Los Angeles
Orange

‘November 4, 2004 - - . scoic# 48132279

-Ms. Irena kaelstem

HDR Engmeerlng, Inc.”

251 S. Lake Ave, Suite 1000
Pasadena, CA 91101

(626) 584-1742

RE Columbia Elementary School Site (Lancaster East Quadrangle)

- Dear Ms. Flnkelsteln

As per your request recelved on November 1,2004, a records search was
conducted for the above referenced project. This search includes a review of all
recorded archaeological sites within a Y2-mile radius of the project site as well asa.
review of cultural resource reports on fi le. . In addltlon, the California Points of Historical
Interest (PHI), the California Historical Landmarks (CHL), the Califorhia Register. of
~ Historic Places (CR), the National Register of Historic Places (NR), the California State

Historic Resources Inventory (HRI), and the City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural .
Monuments listings were reviewed for the referenced prOJect SIte The followmg isa
discussion of the findings. _

- Dueto the sensitive nature of cultural resources, archaeological S|te Iocatlons are.

- pot released

_Lancaster East, CA. USGS 2.5 Quadrangl

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES'

, No archaeologlcal sntes have been |dent|f‘ ed wrthm a Y- mile radlus of the pl’O]eCt
site. No sites are located within the project site. No sites are listed on the .
Archaeological Determination of Eligibility (DOE) list. This does not preclude the -
potential for archaeological sites to be identified during project activities. No isolates
have been identified within a 1/z-mlle radius of the project site.

: H-ISTORIC RESOURCES:

No additional cultural resources have been |dent|ﬁed within a - mile radius of
the project site.



) ~ A review of the hlstorlc map - Lancaster (1958) 15" USGS - indicated that four
structures and two unimproved roads where within the project site.

The California Point of Historical Interest (2004) of the Office of Historic
- Preservation, Department of Parks: and Recreation, lists no properties within a Y-mile
: radlus of the pro;ect snte ' _

“The Callfornla Historical Landmarks (2004) of the Off ice of Historic Preservatlon
Department of Parks and Recreatlon, lists no propertles within a V>~ mlle radius of the
pro;ect site. _

The Cahfomla Register of Hlstonc Places (20004) lists no- propert|es wnthln a e
mlle radlus of the project Slte

. The Natlonal Register of Historic Places lists no propertles W|th|n a Y2-mile radius
of the pro;ect site.

"The Crty of Los Angeles HlStOl‘lC-CUltUl‘al Monuments lists no propertles within a
V2- mlle radlus of the project site.

, The California Historic Resources Inventory (2004) lists no propertles that have
been evaluated for- hlstoncal _significance W|thm a Y2-mile radius of the project site.

'PREVIOUS CULTURAL RESOURCES INVESTIGATIONS

Four studies (LA2345, LA6618, LA6620 and LA6621) have been conducted _
within a ¥2-mile radius of the project site. Of these, none are located within the project
site. There is one additional investigation located on the Lancaster East 7.5’ USGS
Quadrangle that are potentially within a ¥2-mile radius of the project site. These reports
-are not mapped due to |nsufﬁc1ent locational mformatlon

RECOMM ENDA’]_’IONS

Due to the lack of cultural resource studies for the prOJect site and in order to
-avoid damaging any unidentified cultural resources, a Phase I Archaeologlcal Survey by
a professional archaeologist is recommended

Furthermore if any bUlldlng(S) 45 years and older will be affected by the
proposed project, it is recommended that the building(s) be assessed and evaluated for
potentlal hlstoncal 5|gnn° icance by a professional architectural-historian.

The professnonal archaeologist you retain may request the records search map,
archaeological site records, and bibliography from the Information Center referencmg
- the SCCIC number listed above for a fee (per the fee schedule) :

If you have any questions regarding the results presented herein, please
contact the office at 714 278.5395 Monday through Thursday 8:00 am to 3:30 pm.



Should you require ény additional ihfofmation for the above referenced projecf,
reference the SCCIC.number listed above when making inquiries. Requests made after |
initial invoicing will result in the preparation of a separate invoice. ' ‘

Sincerely, -
"SCCIC

Thomas D. Shackford
. Staff Researcher

Enclosures:

(X) Invoice # 4813.2279





